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AMENDMENT TO SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE ACT 





MONDAY, APRIL 26, 1954 


UniTeD States SENAT®, 
Suscommirree No. 1 on Surrace TRANSPORTATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a, m., pursuant to notice, in room G—-16 
of the Capitol, Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Schoeppel and Purtell. 
Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; E. R. Jelsma, pro- 
fessional staff member; and Edward Jarrett, assistant chief clerk. 
Senator Scuorpre.. The subcommittee will come to order and we 
will proceed this morning with the hearings on S. 904. 
I am introducing for the record a copy of S, 904. 
(S. 904 is as follows:) 
[S. 904, 83d Cong., Ist ses 


A BILL To standardize rates on household goods shipped by the United States Government for its 


employees 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
be amended by inserting before the period at the end of the first sentence a colon 
and the following: “Provided furiher, That this section shall not apply to the 
carriage, storage, or handling of shipments of ‘household goods’ as defined by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in Practices of Motor Common Carriers of 
Household Goods (17 M. C. C. 467), when such carriage, storage, or handling is 
for the United States Government?”’. 

Senator Scnorprret. The purpose of this bill is to standardize 
rates on household goods shipped by the United States Government 
for its employees. 

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act provides special ship- 
ping privileges of many varieties to the Federal Government. Among 
them is the privilege of having household goods moved by the lowest 
bidder irrespective of the published rates of common carriers. This 
amendment would not eliminate bidding but it would prohibit rates 
lower than published rates. 

In the Transportation Act of 1940, section 321, the Congress 
stated in substance that it was no longer necessary to secure bids 
from lawfully operating motor carriers, however, this left a purely 
permissive situation under section 22 for the obtaining of bids. 

In 1946 the 79th Congress adopted Public Law 600. The net 
effect of such law was to remove the Federal Government as shipper 
of household goods for its employees of civilian departments and sub- 
stituted therefor an allowance for such expense. Public Law 600 


1 








9 


~ 





AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


has proven successful but only in its limited application to civilian 
departments of Government. 

This same Congress adopted Public Law 605 providing that house- 
hold goods shipments may be made for members of the armed services 
by rail, water or van without regard to comparative costs. Public 
Law 604 was adopted at the request of the Armed Services which 
apparently was seeking a lawful method for transporting household 
goods of its personnel without the requirement of bids or section 22 
quotations. However, and again because of the remaining privilege 
under section 22, conflict, confusion, and destructive competition 
have continued to the detriment of the members of the Armed Services 
whose prized household goods effects are being offered for transpor- 
tation to the lowest bidder without any responsibility for safe car- 
riage by the Government to the owner. The amendments to section 
22, among other things, will have the effect of accomplishing the 
purpose of Public Law 604 and will eliminate the confusion caused by 
the conflict between section 22 and Public Laws 600 and 604. 

The amendment will not deprive the Government of using the 
several levels of rates lawfully on file with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission applying to moving services, nor will it deprive the 
Government of its right of appeal to the ICC as to the reasonable- 
ness of any such rate structures. 

I would like to insert, at this point in the record, reports from the 
following Government agencies and departments concerning this 
bill: Civil Aeronautics Board, Department of Defense, Department 
of Justice, General Accounting Office, and Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
May 16, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES W. Tosey, 


Chairman, Committee on Inte tale and Fore qr Comme "ce, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr, CHarrRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of February 14, 1953, 
requesting the views of the Department of Defense on 8. 904, a bill to standardize 
rates of household goods shipped by the United States Government for its em- 
plovees,. 


The Department of Defense is opposed to the enactment of 8. 904 


Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 22) provides, in part, 
that ‘‘Nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of prop- 
erty free or at reduced rates for the United States.’’ 8S. 904 would amend that 
section so as to exclude from its application the carriage, storage, or handling of 


shipments of “household goods’’ as defined by the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion in Practices of Motor Common Carriers of Household Goods (17 M. C. C, 


467), when such carriage, storage, or handling is for the United States Govern- 
ment. 

The provisions of section 22 apply to carriers of all types and are permissive in 
nature Under that section carriers may tender to avencies of the United States 
Government rates that are below their published rates. Both the carriers and the 
Government benefit from this arrangement inasmuch as adjustment in rates for 
household goods may be accomplished expeditiously without the time-consuming 
activities incident to formal Commission tariff procedures and revision of rates 
through hearings that would be required if household goods were excluded from 
the provisions of section 22 permitting reduced rates for the United States. It is 
noted that, while 8. 904 would adopt a definition of the term “household goods’’ 
that is used by the Interstate Commerce Commission in connection with practices 
of motor common carriers, the terms of the bill would make that definition ap- 
plicable in respect of carriers of all types. Thus the bill would exclude all carriers 


fro n the provisions of section 22 authorizing reduced rates for the carriage, stor- 
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age, and handling for the United States when the property involved consists of 
household goods. 

Prior to the use of motor carriers, motor vans, or freight forwarders, household 
goods were transported along with other goods by rail and water carrieis and the 
mere fact that the property involved household goods created no special problem. 
Since the development of the motor-carrier industry, the principal volume of 
shipments of household goods has, in fact, been by motor van. Despite the fact 
the principal volume of household goods moves by motor van there is no reason 
for singling out household goods for treatment under the provisions of section 
22 of the Interstate Commerce Act different from that eccorded other property. 

It should also be pointed out that the exclusion of a particular commodity 
from the provisions of section 22 would undoubtedly cause other interests repre- 
senting particular commodity groups to request a similar exemption. As a result, 
the current financial and administrative benefits that now accrue to the Govern- 
ment through its operation under section 22 would be lost. 

The fact that carriers may voluntarily, under the provisions of section 22, 
grant free or reduced rates to the Government provides a flexibility with respect to 
Government shipments that is not available to others under the general rate- 
making provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act. The removal of household 
goods from the application of section 22 would eliminate this flexibility. Since 
the Department of Defense is the largest single shipper of household goods in the 
United States, enactment of 8. 904 would substantially increase its transportation 
costs. While the fiscal effect of S. 904 cannot be definitely ascertained because of 
the variance in rates now in existence with respect to the various modes of trans- 
portation, it is estimated that the enactment of this bill would increase by more 
than $1 million the annual cost to the Department ef Defense for transporting 
household goods. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun G. ADAMs, 
General Counsel (Acting). 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 26, 1953. 
Hon. Cuarves W. Tosey, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: By letter dated May 16, 1953 this office reported to you 
the views of the Department of Defense on 8. 904, a bill to standardize rates on 
household goods shipped by the United States for its employees. The next to the 
last paragraph of that letter states that it is estimated that the bill would increase 
by “more than $1 million” the annual cost to the Department of Defense for 
transporting household goods. 

That estimate was made prior to the time the Department of the Army, acting 
for and on behalf of the Department of Defense, requested the suspension by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission of the rates set forth in Household Goods 
Carriers’ Bureau, Agent, MF-I. C. C. No. 57. The Commission suspended those 
rates in I & S Docket No. M—4739, Increased Rates on Household Goods Subse- 
quently, a statistical study of all movements of household goods by motor carriers, 
broken down to show the actual tariffs used, was completed for presentation to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission in connection with that proceeding. The 
study shows that if all traffic were required to move under the rates set out in 
MF-T. C. C. No. 57 rather than under the actual tariffs used, there would be an 
annual increase in the cost to the Departn ent of Defense for moving household 
goods of $11.5 million That figure represents a more definitive estimate of the 
additional cost to the Department of Defense under 8. 904 

In view of those facts, it is requested that the phrase “11.5 million” be substi- 
tuted for the phrase ‘‘more than $1 million’? in the above-mentioned letter of 
May 16, 1953. 

The Bureau of the Budget has been notified of this change 

Sincerely yours, 


Joun G. ADAMS, 
General Counsel (Acting 
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JULY 28, 1953. 
Ho CHARLES W. ToseEy, 
Cc) man, Committee on Inte if nd Foreian Commerce, 
United States Senate, Vi hington, D. ¢ 

Dear SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart- 
ment of Justice concerning the bill Ss. 904 to standardize rates on household 
good hipped by the United States Government for its emplovees. 

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended (49 U. 8. C. 22), deals 
with the preterel tial treatment which may be given by common carriers to cer- 
tain classes of shippers and travelers, including the United States, State, and 


municipal gover ent and for charitable purposes Among other things, this 
ection now provides that property may be s} Ippe d free or at reduced rates when 
ucl ipment is for the United State Government.’ The bill would amend 
section 22 so as to provide that its provisions shall not apply to the carriage, 
tora or handling of shipments of ‘“‘household goods’’ as defined by the Inter- 
State (ol erce ( OMMIEss10N 1 Practice of Motor Common ( arriers of House- 
} i ¢ 


roods (17 M. C. C. 467) when such carriage, storage, or handling is for the 
at ( y 








Che ter household good defined by the decision cited in the bill (17 
M. ¢ ( 167) a per onal effects and property used or to be used in a dwelling 
when a part of the equipment or supply of such dwelling, furniture, fixtures, 
equipment, and the property of tores, offices, museums, institutions, hospitals, 
and other establishments, ete.’ It would appear, therefore, that in spite of the 
limited purpose stated in the tit the bill would apply to a very large field of 
Government-owned office furniture, equipment, etc., as well as the family belong- 
ings of emplovees being transferred ove rseas at Government ¢ xpenst 

It is understood that there are generally two sets or levels of household goods 
motor transportation rates The one set has been established by the larger motor 
carriers and is generally higher than the level of the other set of rates established 
by the smaller carriers In order to participate in Government traffic of house- 
hold goods, however, the larger carriers have made rate auotations under section 
22 of the act generally meeting the rates of the smaller carriers, although main- 
taining the higher rates in their tariffs This bill would cancel such auotations. 

Whether the bill should be enacted involves a question of policy concerning 
which this Department prefers to make no recommendatior It is noted, how- 
ever, that the legislation would not, tated in its title, standardize rates for 
the carriage, storage, and handling of household goods for the Government, but 
would, on the contrary, actually eliminate existing standardization. 


This might result in a considerable increase in cost to the Government. 

Moreover, the bill would discriminate against the United States Government 
since reduced rates for the transportation of household goods for State, municipal. 
and other governmental subdivisions, and for charitable purposes would still be 
permitted. If any distinction should be made between the United States and the 
other parties mentioned in section 22 of the act, the large volume of United States 
shipments would seem to justify more favorable treatment than accorded others, 
rather than less favorable treatment. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report 

Sincerely vours, 
WiLuiAM P. ROGERs, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


Civit AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 22, 1958. 
Hon. CuHarLes W. Topry,? 
Char an, Committee on Tnte tate and Fo e1rgn Commerce, 
United States Senate. Wasi ngton, D. ¢ 

DeaR Senator Tosey: This is in reply to your letter of February 14, 1953, 
asking the Board for a report on 8S. 904, a bill to standardize rates on household 
goods shipped by the United States Government for its employees 
lhe Board has no comment to make on this bill inasmuch as it relates to trans- 
portation charges of surface carriers and has no application to air carriers. 


Che Bureau of the B idget has advis« d tt at there 1 no ol jection to the sub- 


OswaLp RYAN, 


Chairman. 


: 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 13, 1958. 
Hon. CHartes W. Tosey, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CHarrMan: Reference is made to your letter of February 14, 
1953, acknowledged by telephone on February 17, 1953, enclosing a copy of 8. 
904, entitled a bill to standardize rates on household goods shipped by the United 
States Government for its employees, and inviting any comments I may care to 
offer concerning the proposed legislation. 

It is observed that the proposed bill S. 904 is identical in wording and purpose 
vith bill S. 2653, 82d Congress, 2d session, also entitled a bill to standardize 
rates on household goods shipped by the United States Government for its 
employees. Upon the request from the chairman of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce for comment on that proposed legislation, I reeommended 
that the committee consider the bill unfavorably. See page 1241 of Hearings 
before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States 
Senate, 82d Congress, 2d session, on bills relative to domestic land and water 
transportation, March 3 to April 9, 1952. 

As stated with respect to the previous bill, and as also indicated from the 
testimony thereon as contained in the aforementioned hearings, the intended 
effect of the bill is to eliminate free or reduced rate transportation of household 
goods, the property of employees or members of the armed services, when shipped 
by the Government for such persons. But the bill stipulates that the proviso 
is to cover ‘‘household goods’”’ as defined by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
in Practices of Motor Common Carriers of Household Goods (17 M. C. C. 467). 
The definition named therein for ‘“‘household goods” reads: 

“The term ‘household goods’ means personal effects and property used or to be 
used in a dwelling when a part of the equipment or supply of such dwelling; 
furniture, fixtures, equipment and the property of stores, offices, museums, 
institutions, hospitals, or other establishments when a part of the stock, eg lip- 
ment, or supply of such stores, offices, museums, institutions, hospitals, or other 
establishments; and articles, including objects of art, displays, and exhibits, 
which because of their unusual nature or value require specialized handling and 
equipment usually employed in moving household goods.” 

This definition is set forth verbatim in item 100 of Household Goods Carrier’s 
Bureau Tariff No. 42—A, the official publication naming rates and charges for the 
carriage and handling of household goods by certain participating carriers who 
are members of the Movers’ Conference of America 

In discussing the meaning of this definition the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion in Ex Parte No. Me LY, Practices of Motor Common Carriers of Hoi hold 

3} M. C. C. 177), said that that definition is divisible into three } 





Goods (5: 
follows 

‘1. Personal effects and property used or to be used in a dwelling when a par 
of the equipment or supply of such dwelling: 

“2. Furniture, fixtures, equipment, and the property of stores, offices, museums, 
institutions, hospitals, or other establishments when a part of the stock, equip- 
ment, or supply of such stores, offices, museums, institutions, hospitals, or other 
establishments: 





“2 Articles, including objects of art, displays, and exhibits, which because of 
their unusual nature or value require specialized handling ind equipment usually 
employed in moving household goods.”’ 

Thus, while the purpose of the bill here under consideration, as related in its 
title, is to standardize rates on household LOO Is Hippe 1 | the | bite 1 State for 
its em} love a. the prac tical effeet if the bill would be to bar the application of 

tion 22 not only to shipments of the class covered by the definition and desig- 
nated in paragraph 1, quoted above, but also to shipments consisting of articles 
listed le PATAagT hs 2 13 ] 1 la Vi vhicl ruld « ver movement of 
United State yropert s di \is from household goods own or 
ti sported for the use of Government « | ‘ ( ipment be een Govern- 
I nt hospital il l titution ( i I of Goy met! ( ( l ( ( In a 
decentrali tl pre I l ar ( n ( | 1 re 
while the record l licates that the bill i intended to be effective lelv ¢ to 
movements of household goods by common carriers by motor vehicle, the bill, as 
proposed, is simply to amend section 22 without further explanation as to the 
effect inte led ind, as so proposed, the bill would seem to have a} plicati« n to 
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ported by motor carriers or by other types of carriers, since section 22 is noi 
restricted, in its application, to motor carriers only The all-inclusive effect of 
the proposed legislation was pointed out to the committee, in connection with 
8. 2653, 82d Congress, in the statement of the Department of Commerce, page 
1240 of the hearings, and in the letter from the Deputy Attorney General of the 
United States, page 1244 of the hearings 

Che situation involved in the present bill is different from that involved where 
the Government is not the shipping agency for the civilian employee, and is 


involved only to the extent of reimbursing the employee, subject to specified 

mitations Here, notwithstanding that the Government may become directly 
obligated to the carrier upon procuring transportation of the empolyee’s house- 
hold goods, the proposed amendment would bar a transportation officer from 
obtaining the benefit of reduced rates even though the carriers performing the 
service might be w ng to charge the United States therefor at lower than tariff 
rates Same household goods carriers are willing to perform service for the 


Government at a lower charge than available to the general public under their 
tariffs, and the effect of this legisiation would be to deprive the Government of the 
rate 





antages so available otherwise In this connection it is emphasized 
again that no carrier is required to give free or re luced rates to the United States, 
the authorization under section 22 being entirely voluntary. 


If, however, it is to be concluded that accomplishment of purpose indicated 
requires an amendment of section 22, it is believed that the intended result would 
be accomplished more definitely under a bill with an enacting clause as follows: 

‘Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 


America in Conqgre assembled, That section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
be amended by inserting, before the period at the end of the first sentence, a colon 
and the follo r: Provided further, That this section shall not apply to the carriage, 
storage, or handling of shipments of personal effects and household goods, the 
property of employees or n embers of the armed services, when such carriage, 
storage, or handling is for the United States by common carriers of household goods 
by motor vehicle.’’ 
Sincere y yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
March 16, 1958. 
Hon. CuHartes W. Tosery, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Wasi engton, Dp; G. 


My Drar CHAIRMAN Tosey: Your letter of February 14, 1953, addressed to the 
Chairman of the Commission and requesting comments on a bill, 8. 904, introduced 
by Senator Johnson of Colorado, to standardize rates on household goods shipped 
by the United States Government for its employees, has been referred to our 
Committee on Legislation and Rules. After careful consideration by that 
committee, I am authorized to submit the following comments in its behalf: 

This bill would amend section 22 by eliminating the right of household goods 
carriers to transport household goods for the United States Government free or at 
reduced rates. Since the bill is evidently intended to eliminate the free or reduced 
rates on all shipments of Government property coming within the definition of 
“household goods” in Practices of Motor Common Carriers of Household Goods (17 
M. ©. C. 467), which includes fixtures, equipment, and other property of offices, 
hospitals, or other establishments, it would seem desirable to eliminate the words 
“for its employees” from the title of the bill to remove the possibility of doubt as to 
its intended scope. 

At the hearings held pursuant to Senate Resolution 50, the executive secretary 
of the Household Goods Carriers’ Conference (now the Movers’ Conference of 
America) testified that it was originally contemplated that the privilege of trans- 
porting at free or reduced rates was to be used only in the case of a public catas- 
trophe, such as a flood or drought, or where the volume of tonnage justified an 
appropriate reduction from filed tariff rates, but that it has degenerated into 
in abuse by which the Government demands savings produced by cutthroat 
competition between the carriers. He stated that the Army has invited and 
received as many as 30 bids or quotations for the transportation of a single lot, 
not a los 





of household goods for one of its personnel, and that such quotations 
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average 35 percent and sometimes are as great as 50 percent under the lawfully 
filed tariff rates. He said that any resultant economy is purely illusory in view 
of the cost of red tape involved in such a procedure and the poor and irresponsible 
service which must necessarily follow a condition where the contract for carriage 
is not representative of its true cost. He admitted that at least half the fault 
rests with the carriers who participate in such unsound bidding or quoting for 
Government traffic, but that human nature being what it is, the unsound economic 
results of such system are inevitable. 

The objections to the present practice appear to us to be valid, and we therefore 
recommend the enactment of 8. 904. 

Respectfully submitted. 

; Cuartes D. MAHAFFIE, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Legislation and Rules. 


Hucu W. Cross. 

I note here we have members of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. I see in the group this morning the distinguished Chairman 
of the Commission, and it has been our custom to call the Govern- 
ment agencies first in these matters. 

Unless there is some desire otherwise, we will be glad to hear from 
Commissioner Mahaffie. Do you want to be heard at this time, 
Commissioner Mahaffie, or would you care to have someone else he ard 
first? 

Commissioner Manarrir. I would be glad to go on at this time. 

Senator ScHorpret. We will be glad to have you, and if you have 

prepared statement you may treat it in any way you desire, sir, or 
proceed orally. 

Commissioner MAHArFrFik. I have a prepared statement on this bill. 

Senator Scnorpre.. I might say for the record that unfortunately 
some of the other subcommittee members are, by reason of some 
conflicts that they determined to be pretty important, are unable to 
be here at the outset of these hearings. They will from time to time 
return. Unfortunately, Senator Hunt could not be here in person, 
being required to be out of town. He will have an observer here, and, 
Commissioner Mahaffie, you may proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. MAHAFFIE, MEMBER, INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Commissioner Manarrig. My name is Charles D. Mahaffie. 
I am a member of the Interstate Commerce Commission and the 
Commission’s Committee on Legislation and Rules. I am appear- 
ing today on behalf of the Commission to present our views on 8. 904 
and S. 906. 

S. 904 proposes to amend section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act by inserting before the period at the end of the first sentence a 
colon and the following new matter: 

Provided further, That this section shall not apply to the carriage, storage, or 
handling of shipments of “household goods’ as defined by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in Practices of Motor Common Carriers of Household Goods 
(17 M. C. C. 467), when such carriage, storage, or handling is for the United 
States Government. 

The purpose of the bill is stated to be “to standardize rates on 
household goods shipped by the United States Government for its 
employees.” Since the bill is evidently intended to eliminate trans- 
portation free or at reduced rates of all Government property co ming 
within the definition of ‘‘household goods” in the proceeding mentioned 
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in the bill, which includes fixtures, equipment, and other property 
of offices, hospitals, or other establishments, it would seem desirable 
to eliminate the words “for its employees’ from the title of the bill 
to remove the possibility of doubt as to its intended scope. 

The legislative history indicates that statutory provisions dealing 
with the transportation of household goods were designed to produce 
a result almost directly opposite from that presently encountered. 
In 20 Comptroller General 793, the Comptroller General ruled that 
the household effects of certain uniformed personnel had to be moved 
by rail if that method was cheaper than the usual commercial method 
of shipping by moving van. 

Thereafter it was necessary to determine, in connection with each 
shipment of household goods, the cost of shipping by moving van and 
the cost of shipping by rail, including any separate charges for pack- 
ing, crating, unpacking, pickup and delivery service, and so forth. 
This necessarily resulted in a large amount of paperwork. To remove 
these administrative burdens, as well as for other purposes, Public 
Law 193, 78th Congress, Ist session, was enacted in 1943 to authorize 
the transportation, among other things, of the household effects of 
personnel of Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard, without regard 
to the comparative costs of the various modes of transportation. 
(See S. Rept. 423, accompanying the bill, 5S. 1336.) 

Public Law 604, 79th Congress, 2d session, 1946, amending the 
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, dealt with the same subject matter, 
and the present statutory authority is found in Public Law 351, 
Sist Congress, Ist session, 1949 (37 U.S. C. 253 (e¢ 

lt appears that upon occasion, some procurement officers for the 
armed services have employed van carriers at tariff rates, making 
use of the provision “‘without regard to the comparative costs of the 
various modes of transportation,’ but many such officers have 
encouraged household carriers to compete with each other for military 
traffic by departure from the lawful tariff rates under the section 22 
privilege. 

At the hearings held in 1950, pursuant to Senate Resolution 50, the 
executive secretary of what is now the Movers’ Conference of America 
testified that it was originally contemplated that the section 22 
privilege of transporting at free or reduced rates was to be used only 
in the case of a public catastrophe, such as a flood or drought, or where 
the volume of tonnage justified an appropriate reduction from filed 
tariff rates, but that the privilege has degenerated into an abuse by 
which the Government demands savings produced by cutthroat compe- 
tition between the carriers. He stated that the Army has received 
as many as 30 bids or quotations for the transportation of a single lot, 
not a load, of household goods for one of its personnel, and that such 
quotations averaged 35 percent and sometimes were as great as 50 
percent under the lawfully filed tariff rates. He contended that any 
resultant economy is purely illusory in view of the cost of redtape 


involved in such a procedure and the poor and irresponsible service 
which must necessarily follow a condition where the contract for 
carriage is not representative of its true cost. He admitted that at 
least half the fault rests with the carriers who participate in such 
unsound bidding or quoting for Government traffic, but that human 


‘ what it is, the unsound economic results of such system 


nature bein 


evitable. See printed hearings, pp. 887-890. 


1 








AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 9 


The situation also seems to have had a detrimental effect on the 
Government departments involved. At the present time, section 22 
quotations are not required to be filed with this Commission, and it is 
our understanding that such quotations or bids are filed with the De- 
fense Department in extremely large numbers. Procurement officers, 
desirous of obtaining the cheapest transportation, have felt obliged to 
spend inordinate amounts of time examining bids for even the most 
inconsequential movement. 

Although removal of the section 22 privilege with respect to house- 
hold goods would undoubtedly raise somewhat the cost to the Govern- 
ment, such increased costs would undoubtedly be compensated for to 
a substantial extent by a reduction in the administrative expenses 
now required in this connection. 

The Commission is now giving consideration to a rule which would 
require the filing with the Commission of quotations to the Govern- 
ment under section 22 in Ex Parte No. 192, “Reduced Rates Under 
Section 22—Special Filing Rule.” In that proceeding the time for 
filing protests against adoption of the rule has recently been extended 
from April 23 to May 23, 1954. 

The national transportation policy has, among its objectives, to 
“foster sound economic conditions in transportation” and to encourage 
the maintenance of reasonable charges without “unfair or destructive 
competitive practices.”’ Present practices under section 22 with 
respect to household movers seem to us to be not in furtherance of 
those objectives. 

We recommend that S. 904 be adopted. 

Senator ScHorpPeEL. I note that concludes your statement, Com- 
missioner Mahaffie. 

Commissioner Manarrif£. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator ScHorPPEL. Could you give us for the record in a general 
way what the competitive picture for household-goods business is 
today regarding the Government departments? Could you give us 
that or supply it for the record? 

Commissioner MAHAFFIE. Perhaps the departments who deal more 
directly with it could do it in more detail and more accurately than I. 
I have the general impression, as indicated in my statement, that by 
reason of this bidding for traffie the situation is very confused and 
is leading to a good many complications with the departments, as well 
as breaking down any recognizable rate structure on this class of 
traffic. 

Senator ScuorpreEL. I think it would be helpful for the members 
of the subcommittee to have before them, and possibly it should come 
from the Government departments, what the situation is with respect 
to the Government departments. 

I agree with you we could probably get it more accurately there. 

Commissioner MAnarriz. They have details, which, of course, we 
have not attempted to assemble. 

Senator ScnorppeL. And I presume there are others, unless you 
would care to comment, in some way to explain the present way of 
getting the business from the Government and showing the difference 
in the rates afforded by the carriers and how this rate might change the 
picture. 

Commissioner MAHAFFIE. | am sure the conference itself has 
figures that would help you in that regard, 
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Senator Scnorppe.. If this bill passes, would the rates on house- 
hold goods be the same for all carriers at a particular shipping point? 

Commissioner MAHAFFIE. No, it would be the tariff rate, whatever 
it is. The carriers do not necessarily make the same rate. 

Senator ScHorrprpe.t. They would of course have their own com- 
petitive propositions, and of course they would have the rate structures. 

Commissioner ManAFFIE. That is correct, handled at published 
rates, but a carrier might well publish a rate that was not the rate of 
all the persons who might be available to handle the traffic. 

Sens ee ScHOEPPEL. I was interested in your statement where you 
say they would even break it down to separate items in the same 
overall movement which to me, of course, would be confusing and 
would only lend itself to a lot of irregularities that could develop and 
would be costly, it would seem to me. 

Commissioner Manarrie. That is correct, and that is the result of 
this bidding for traffic. A carrier can perhaps make a bid on a par- 
ticular portion of available traffic that he might not want to make 
generally on other traffic to move at the same time. 

Senator ScHorrpent. That is all that I have in mind, unless you 
care to elaborate on something further, Commissioner Mahaffie. 

Commissioner Manarrie. No, that - all I have 

Senator Scnorpren. Thank you, sir, for appearing and giving us 
the benefit of your and the commission’s views with regard to this 
legislation 

Commissioner Manarrie. Thank you, sir. 

Senator ScHorrrEL. Mr. Blanning, Director of Motor Carriers of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, is supposed to appear next. 
I understand that he is not here. 

The next witness will be Mr. James Rowan for the Household Goods 
Carriers Conference of the American Trucking Association. 

Mr. Rowan, I notice that you have quite a few exhibits. We will 
not include those exhibits except by reference because of our desire to 
hold down the bulkiness of the record. 

You may proceed, Mr. Rowan. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES F. ROWAN, GENERAL MANAGER, 
MOVERS’ CONFERENCE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is James 
F. Rowan. My position is that of general manager of the Movers’ 
Conference of America (formerly the Household Goods Carriers’ 
Conference), the national office of which is located at 1424 16th Street 
NW., Washington 6, D.C. 

The Movers’ Conference of America comprises the affiliated interests 
of 53 associate movers’ groups of local and regional character as listed 
in exhibit A, whose respective memberships identify the approximate 
4,000 motor carriers of household goods represented by this conference. 

This witness bas served in administrative capacity to the moving 
industry for the past 24 years, directing matters pertaining to State 
and Federal regulations designed to govern the practices of motor 
common carriers of bousehold goods in interstate commerce for pro- 
tection of the public and the moving industry. 

I would like to deal first with the proposed amendment of Senate 
bill 904 and suggested merger of Senate bill 904 with Senate bill 906, 
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a bill to establish the finality of contracts between the Government 
and common carriers subject to the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Various Government agencies, including the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, the Comptrolier General of the United States, and the 
office of the General Counsel of the Department of Defense and Com- 
missioner Mahaffie who just preceded me, have indicated, in letters 
addressed to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, certain erroneous opinions, or the need for clarification, as to 
the intended scope and application of Senate bill 904. May we there- 
fore request of the committee that the title of the oill, which presently 
reads, “To standardize rates on household goods shipped by the 
United States Government for its emplovees,” be changed to read, 
“To standardize rates on household goods shipped by the United 
States Government.’ Deletion of the words ‘for its emplovees”’ 
would remove possibility of doubt as to its intended scope, The hody 
of the bill presently reads: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
imerica in Congress assembled, That section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act 


be amended by inserting before the period at the end of the first sentence a colon 
and the following: ‘‘Provided further, That this section shall not apply to the 
carriage, storage, or handling of shipments of ‘household goods’ as defined by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in Practices of Motor Common Carriers of 
Household Goods (17 M. C. C. 467), when such carriage, storage, or handling is 
for the United States Government.”’ 

It is further requested that the following language be added to clarify 
the intended scope of the bill’s application: 

First, immediately following the word “Act”? on line 3, add, in 
parentheses, the following: “incorporated by reference to include 
motor common carriers, part II, section 217 (b).”’ 

Second, immediately following the comma on line 9, add the fol- 
lowing: 


by duly authorized motor common carriers of “household goods.” 


Such amendments should make clear the intended scope and appli- 
cation of Senate bill 904, and, if accepted by the committee, would 
read as set forth in exhibit B. 

With respect to the joining of Senate bill 904 and Senate bill 906, 
it is our observation that both bills are concerned with amendment of 
section 22 and, inasmuch as the bills are neither conflicting nor 
inconsistent, the committee may be desirous of combining the two 
bills in order to expedite its own work, and perhaps, the passage of the 
bills through the Congress. The incorporation of the 2 bills into 1 
bill is entirely agreeable with the moving industry. 

Now, with respect to the earlicr favorable report by the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

Senate bill 904 is identical with an earlier bill introduced in the 
Senate in February of 1952. The bill S. 2653 was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and a hearing was 
held on March 3, 1952. Pages 1200 through 1239 of the committee's 
hearings (82d Cong., 2d sess.) contain the sworn testimony and ex- 
hibits of this witness describing historic, pertinent, and economic facts 
concerning the moving industry’s experience in handling traffic for the 
military agencies of the Federal Government. Such testimony 
remains on the records of the Congress wholly unchallenged except 
for an informal letter from the Office of the Department of Defense to 
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the Senate committee Moreover, the conditions described in such 
testimony have changed only to a more deplorable degree since 
presented to the subcommittee on March 3, 1952 

The Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, after 
due consideration, recommended unanimously the passage of the bill 
The committee’s favorable report (S. Rept. 1625, 82d Cone. 2d sess.) 
contains the substance of the arguments for and against the bill and 
is attached hereto as exhibit C. Such report covers very briefly the 
purpose and need of the legislation; the history of the moving industry; 
the degree of responsibility for performance of service to the public 
engaged in by the 4,000 interstate motor common carriers of household 
goods; the special Interstate Commerce Commission tariff and regu- 
latory controls which govern the practices of the household goods 
movers; the effect of uncontrolled rate competition for military traffic 
on the earnings and financial stability of household voods common 
carriers; the fact that the abuse of the reduced rate privilege has 

ulted in consequences detrimental to the shipping public and 
individual moving firms contrary to the primary purpose of regulation 
which is to effect in the public interest a correction of economic 
conditions which result from uncontrolled rate competition. 

The report also sets forth the prior efforts of the Congress to 
eliminate the abuse of the section 22 reduced-rate privilege, the scope 
of the legislation, and the fact that the bill would only accomplish in 
full what was endeavored by the Congress in earlier legislation. 

Objections of the Comptroller General, running to the effect of the 
bill on increased transportation appropriations were met and the 
report concluded that 
this committee may not ignore convincing evidence presented by the household 
ids carriers not disputed by the Comptroller General, waacin lost revenue 
ffered by the moving industry as a result of the abuses under section 22 is 
being passed on to such members of the general public who employ the services 
of household goods carriers through lawfully filed tariffs for public use. 

Although Senate bill 2653 was unanimously recommended for pas- 
sage, unfortunately it could not be brought up for floor action before 
adjournment in 1952. 

We come now to House bill 3290. 

H. R. 3290, identical with S. 2653 (82d Cong.) and S. 904 was 
introduced within a few days after 5. 904, on February 19, 1954, in 
the House of Representatives, and is yet pending. Testimony ad- 
duced at the hearing held by the House Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on May 15, 1953, together with correspondence 
and supplemental testimony relative to H. R. 3290, is contained in 
the three volume brochure included as exhibit D. 

As to the purpose and objective of Senate bill 904. 

Section 217 (a), part II of the Interstate Commerce Act, provides 
that all common carriers by motor vehicle must 
file with the Commission, and print, and keep open to public inspection, tariffs 
showing all the rates, fares, and charges for transportation, and all services in 
connection therewith 


and section 217 (b) provides that— 


No common earrier by motor vehicle shall charge or demand or collect or receive 
a greater or less or different compensation for transpertation or for any service 
in connection therewith * * *: Provided, That the provisions of sections 1 (7) 
and 22 of part I shall apply to common carriers by motor vehicles * * * (49 


U. S. C., sec. 317). 
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Section 22 of part I provides that nothing “shall prevent the carriage, 
storage, or handling of property free or at reduced rates for the 
United States’? Government. 

Such section was part of the original act to regulate interstate 
commerce which was introduced in the Congress in 1886. The 
Record (17 Congressional Record 1464) does not provide any infor- 
mation as to why the Congress felt that the Federal Government 
should be accorded transportation free or at reduced rates. How- 
ever, it is conceivable that at the time of the passage of the section 
into law the volume of traffic transported for the Government was 
negligible, and even as recently as 1935, the year in which part Il 
(more commonly referred to as the Motor Carrier Act) was passed, 
there was little or no immediately foreseeable potential effect on the 
carriers, and the Congress had no way of projecting present-day 
conditions. But, when consideration is given to the fact that the 
Federal Government is now the largest single shipper of household 
goods in the world, and, further, that section 22 rates are not subject 
to review by a competent and experienced body such as the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to determine their reasonableness, the situa- 
tion is of a nature that the whole scheme of regulation is seriously 
jeopardized. And this is further aggravated when consideration is 
given to the fact that a departmental transportation officer has no 
obligation to consider the effect which his rate negotiations may have 
on the overall question of the adequacy of the transportation system 
with which he is dealing. 

The whole statement can be summarized by the fact that it is within 
the power of any Government emplovee to pick up bis telephone and 
start a rate war within movers. That describes the utter lack of 
control over these carriers. 

In this regard, Defense Transport Administrator James K. Knudson 
made the following statement in an editorial entitled “On Section 22 
Rates,’ which appeared in the March—April 1953 issue of the National 
Defense Transportation Journal: 

To insure the continuance of an economically sound national transportation 

tem under private ownership, it is necessary that carriers be permitted to main- 
tain a level of rates which will yield them a reasonable return on their properties 
or a reasonable profit measured by other standards 

One wonders whether it becomes the Government to play the role of hard 
bargainer in its dealings with the earriers, especially when some elements of the 
citizenry may su 


ffer thereby Perhaps it should be expected that Federal trans 
portation procurement officers ought to seek the lowest rates they can obtain 
This has the immediate effect of minimizing the need for appropriations from the 
Publi Treasury, and no one can quarrel with this need But to the extent they 
are successful in obtaining services at less than a reasonable charge, or even at 
reduced charges, the cost of government is transferred from the general public, 
where it belongs, to the earriers, and by them to nongovernment shippers who 
must pay proportionately higher rates to repay the carriers for their concessions 
to Government traffic 

The orthodox bureaucratic view would be, perhaps, that the Government 
sl ipper is mere ly taking advantage of the statute; that existence of this provisiol 
in saction 22 implies that the Government shipper is to put it to practical use; that 
the ethical question of the propriety of the statute is a matter for the Congress, 
not for an official in the executive branch of the Government; that a departmental 
transportation officer has no obligation to consider the effect which his rate 
negotiations may have on the overall question of adequacy of the transportation 
that because of the statute, the Government has a vested right to less than tariff 
rates on all its movements 


i 


the need for a broader ing of horizon Much has bee said and written in recent 
46565—54——_-2 


This, if I may suggest it, is the Javert approach to the problem, and indicates 
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vears of the need for breadth of vision in our international trade and business 
relations It seen lear that the need for such a broader outlook is likewise 
ecessary in certain Government areas concerned with domestic commerce. 

Inafree co tr t should bet boast that not even the Government is entitled 
to pecial pr ie at 1 pense ol th itizens We sho ld at all times honor 
the precept is excell t to have a giant’s strength but it is tyrannous to exer- 
cis t like a 1a ; 


Passage of the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 (pt. IL of the Interstate 
Commerce Act was for the purpose of ste abilizing and establishing 
more equitable rates so that carriers, in protecting their profits, would 
not overcharge some shippers to compensate for losses incurred by 


reduced rates or rebates for other shippers. In other words, the 
Motor Carrier Act sought to correct the very abuses now prevailing 
by virtue of section 22, namely, chaos and discrimination in the 


application of rates and charges 
Why then should the Government be privileged to enjoy reduced 


rates at the cost of the shipping pl ubhie? Whv should not the Gov- 


i 
Y 


ernment, as with every other shipper, pay the rate as published in the 
carrier’s tariff, or if iaciieeea unreasonable, protest such rate to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission? 

Tariffs lawfully on file with the Interstate Commerce Commission 
contain the rates and charge s of all phe ses of a Moving service scien- 
tifically and painstakingly computed on the basis of a thorough 
analysis of all the component costs of operations plus a fair return on 
the carrier’s investment in time, effort, and money. They are subject 
to approval by the Interstate Commerce Commission for determina- 
tion of reasonableness and equitableness. 

Further, all shippers, including the military branches of the Gov- 
ernment, have the privilege of appealing to the Commission to insti- 
tute an investigation into the reasonableness of any rate structure. 
Indeed, the military has exercised just such privilege twice within the 
past 14 months, the first time w ith respect to the general rate increases 
filed by the Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau, a tariff publishing 
agent which directly and through joint publication files tariffs for 
approximately 80 percent of the interstate motor common. carriers 
of household goods, and the second time with respect to the general 
rate increases filed by the Independent Movers’ and Warehouse- 
men’s Association, a tariff publishing agent for more than 400 inter- 
state motor common carriers of household goods. Final determina- 
tion by the Commission in the first proceeding, denominated increased 
rates on household goods, Ll. and 5. Docket No. M-4739, is yet 
pending. 

From 1946 to March of 1951, the overall average increase in moving 
rates amounted to 13.8 percent. An average rate increase of 8.7 
percent became effective in March 1951, and, in January 1953, another 
average increase of 6.9 percent was filed for the account of approxi- 
mately 80 to 85 percent of the moving industry. It should be 
explained that approximately 80 to 85 percent of the interstate house- 
hold goods carriers participate in or employ the rate structure of the 
so-styled high tariff published by the Household Goods Carriers’ 
Bureau. 

The remaining interstate household goods carriers participate in or 
employ the rate structure of either the so-styled low tariff published 
by the Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Association or in 
tariffs which range between the high and low tariffs. The general 
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rate increase of 6.9 percent, as explained above, was initially scheduled 
to become effective February 18, 1953, but the effective date was 
delayed because of military protestations until May 7, 1953, and its 
final determination by the Commission is yet pending. 

Severe demands for competitive recognition by all military trans- 
portation officers for the lowest quotation that they can receive from 
any single carrier has spread to all military installations throughout 
the country with the result that the moving industry is presently in 
the throes of the most severe competitive warfare that has been visited 
upon it since institution of the Motor Carrier Act of 1935. 

In the petition filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission by 
the Judge Advocate General for the Secretary of the Army requesting 
suspension of increased rates and charges on household goods, as 
above-described, the military acknowledged that only 15.4 percent of 
the military shipments of household goods in fiscal vear 1952 moved 
at rates published in Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau Tariff 
12-A, MF-ICC No. 51 

Senator ScHoepret. Let me ask you at this point; do the records 
show, or do you have any information that the various military 
branches of service have gotten together to get a uniform approach 
to this thing between the various branches of the service? 

Mr. Rowan. Not to my knowledge. There has been going on for 
a year or more conferences between the moving industry and traffic 
officials in the Pentagon but they are concerned only with matters 
of practices and in respect to services. ‘The discussion of rates was 
tabooed at the beginning and the ban has not been lifted. 

Such figure is significant in view of the fact that 80 percent of the 
interstate household goods carriers employed at the time the rate 
structure in the Bureau’s Tariff No. 42—A. Later figures supplied 
by the military at the June 20-25, 1953, hearing before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, indicate the rate structures on which house- 
hold-goods traffic of all branches of the military services moved during 
the month of December 1952. (Survey of Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Marine Corps household goods moved by motor van carriers on 
Government bills of lading, re ported during December 1952: Exhibit 
No. 55 introduced by the Department of Defense, I. and S. Docket 
No. M-4739. The percentile figures have been computed on the 
basis of the figures supplied by the military.) 


Percent of 
Number of total inter- 
shipments state 

shipments 


Household goods carriers’ furniture tariff 42—A 2, 252 19.6 
Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’'s tariff No. 8 1, 063 9.3 
Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s tariff No. 7 6, 324 54.0 
Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s tariff No. 6 438 3.8 
Other miscellaneous tariffs 1, 424 13.3 


It should be stated that, with perhaps some few exceptions, ship- 
ments are moved on Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s 
Tariff No. 8 rate structure only when such rate structure produces a 
lower rate than Tariff No. 7. 

Exhibit E contains a complete list of the participants and the 
operating authority of the only two carriers that could lawfully 
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employ the Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Tariff No. 6 
in service to the shipping public. 

There are only two carriers in the whole United States who could 
extend their rates to the public which appear in Independent Tariff 
No. 6, and they have a very limited authority. 

Both carriers held only “radial” authority between certain points 
in Tennessee and described territory and points and places in Wis- 
consin extending to a point in Iowa and points in Illinois, Michigan, 
Minnesota, and Indiana. Such tariff for all practical purposes expired 
on December 31, 1950, when the approximate 400 of its former partic- 
ipating carriers on December 31, 1950, adopted the Independent 
Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Tariff No. 7. 

Exhibit F lists the only 10 carrier participants in the Independent 
Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Tariff No. 7 at approximately the time 
the above survey was made of household goods shipments by the 
military services. This tariff for all practical purposes expired 
September 29, 1951, when all but ten of its participants adopted 
Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Tariff No. 8. 

Examination of that exhibit will disclose that all ten such carriers 
hold only “radial” authority from the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. While we have no information of the number of pieces of 
equipment possessed by the carriers, it is a safe assumption upon a 
comparative basis that the equipment owned and controlled by the 
total of twelve participants in the Independent Tariffs Nos. 6 and 7 
would be quite inadequate to handle traffic demands in the described 
territories Yet, such practically obsolete tariff rates, which are 
often subject to discounts, are employed by the military services as 
standards of rates throughout the entire nation from the approxi- 
mately 4,000 household goods carriers. 

In other words, the military is imposing upon the entire moving 
industry of the United States, levels of rates that are available to 
public use by a mere handful of carriers with very limited territorial 
operating authority. 

Exhibit G contains the rate reductions from the Household Goods 
Carriers’ Bureau Tariff No. 47—A, MF-ICC No. 57, to the Independ- 
ent Tariffs Nos. 6 and 7. Tariff No, 47A represents the lawful rate 
structure of approximately 80 percent of the moving industry. In 
protesting the general rate increase of 6.9 percent filed by the House- 
hold Goods Carriers’ Bureau in 1953 for the account of its participating 
carriers, the military disclosed that 90 percent of military shipments 
move in the weight bracket of from 2,000 to 3,999 pounds and in the 
distance bracket of 600 to 1,800 miles. It would be necessary to 
examine the Government bills of lading in order to determine the 
present volume of military shipments moving at reduced rates and 
such information is not available to the moving industry. However, 
based on information which is daily related to this witness, it is a safe 
assumption that the distribution of military shipments which was 
shown to exist in December 1952, has not improved, and, if anything, 
the number of military shipments moving on the presently effective 
lawful published rate structures represented by Tariff No. 47—-A is 
far less than the 19.6 percent shown to have moved on the Tariff 
No. 42-A rate structure in December of 1952. Thus, over 60 percent 
of the military shipments of household goods are presently moving at 
reduced rates varying from 19.8 percent to 27.3 percent. 
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Considering that military shipments constitute approximately 
one-sixth of the moving industry’s total volume of interstate business, 
such rate reductions very definitely affect both the moving firms and 
the shipping public with serious consequences. 

In a petition filed by the military in February 1953, I. and S. 
M-4739, it is indicated that records of the military agencies show 
301,670 shipme nts for fiscal year ended June 30, 1952. According to 
the best estimate of the Movers’ Conference of America, which is 
based on many factors, the average annual number of families moved 
interstate by motor common carriers of household goods is approxi- 
mately two million. 

Nevertheless, in protesting the general rate increase of 6.9 percent 
filed in 1953, the military was primarily concerned with the fact that 
a 7.7 percent increase took place in the weight and distance brackets 
in which 90 percent of military shipments move, whereas substantially 
less increases occur in the immediately adjacent weight and distance 
brackets. 

The moving industry was not aware, until after protest was filed by 
the military that the substantial portion of military shipments fell 
into the specific weight and distance brackets described by the military 
in I. and S. No. 4739, but it is quite natural, and should be fairly 
obvious, that the greatest need for increased revenue would be felt in 
precisely those same weight and distance brackets because of the heavy 
volume of traffic being moved for the military at reduced rates under 
section 22. 

The fact that the moving industry is definitely limited in its ability 
to increase rates, because of the readiness of our class shippers to sell 
rather than to pay for a moving service, explains why the increase 
was limited to only 7.7 percent in such weight and distance brackets. 

Thus, one serious consequence of the exercise of the “reduced rate” 
privilege under section 22, is, of course, that the cost of Government 
is transferred from the general public to the carriers, and, after con- 
siderable time lag, characterized by expensive justification of increased 
rates because of military protest, such cost of Government is then 
transferred in part to the shipping public who must pay higher rates 
to partially repay the carriers for their concessions to military traffic. 

Another serious consequence is the detrimental effect on carrier 
revenues with oftentimes the attendant evil of carrier concentration 
on out-of-pocket costs wherein immediate conditions are held in view. 
and, unfortunately, indirect operating expenses and long-run costs 
are ignored. Exhibit H and I represent abstracts of earnings reported 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission by the principal class | 
household goods carriers. Considering that there are approximately 
4,000 household goods carriers authorized to engage in interstate com- 
merce by the Commission, hardly more than two percent fall into the 
category of class | carriers, which only emphasizes the fact that the 
moving industry, for the most part, is made up of comparatively small, 
though nonetheless responsible and reliable business firms, each shari ing 
the same high degree of re erat to the shipping public. 

Senator ScHorpren. Might | ask you at this juncture, how many 
of these groups do you represent? Is that covered by your exhibit A? 

Mr. Rowan. Yes, sl 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. “Thank you. That covers it for the record. 
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Mr. Rowan. Exhibit H represents the abstract of earnings of class 
I household goods carriers participating in the so-styled high tariff, 
and exhibit I represents the abstract of earnings of class I household 
goods carriers participating in the so-styled low tariff, and in other 
tariffs ranging between the high and low tariffs. 

Examination of the exhibits will reveal that a number of class I 
carriers are operating at a loss and where this is not true, the margin 
of revenue is uncomfortably close to the cost of operations. In 1951, 
the overall operating ratios of exhibits H and I are 97.3 percent and 
98.0 percent, respectively. Such operating ratios are at perilously 
high figures despite the fact that general rate increases were filed and 
became effective that vear. 

The overall ope rating ratios in each of the exhibits for 1952 were 
98.3 percent and 99.2 percent, respectively, ae for 1953, 98.2 percent 
and 98.9 percent, respectively. Again, the general rate increases 
effective in 1953 were of little or no benefit in ‘improv ing the margin 
of revenue for the carriers. And it should be noted that computation 
of the operating ratios is before deduction for Federal and State 
income taxes. 

Larger carriers, by a more complete organizational setup are in 
much better position to employ economies of load factor and mini- 
mum empty miles than the thousands of small movers. Thus, it is 
a reasonable assumption that the smaller carriers suffer the most from 
destructive practices prevailing upon military traffic. 

Thus, with respect to the purpose and objective of S. 904, the 
Movers’ Conference of America, representing the moving industry, 
very definitely is not advocating use by the military services of one 
rate level over the other. It is simply petitioning this Congress to 
eliminate the destructive competitive practices under which all sem- 
blance of cost of operation is being lost sight of and the resulting losses, 
of necessity, being absorbed by the carriers and by the several tariffs 
lawfully filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission for use by 
the general public. 

The Movers’ Conference, in behalf of the moving industry, advo- 
cates only that section 22 be so amended that the military services 
shall hereafter be required to employ movers strictly on the basis of 
published, lawful tariffs on file with the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. In the event of dissatisfaction with such tariffs, the military 
is entitled and is free to employ the lawful means of relief by oppor- 
tunity for petition, protest, complaint, hearing, and determination of 
the reasonableness of any or all rules, rates, and charges by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, the agency designated by the Congress 
to specifically treat of and provide for such matters. 

I will now touch on the further consequences and discrepancies 
which are to be noted in connection with the movement of traffic 
under the “‘reduced-rate’’ privilege. 

The following abstract of “Average net weights per shipment” is 
taken from page 2, exhibit No. 55, which was introduced in evidence 
by the De ‘partment of Defense in the hearing before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission concerning increased rates on household 
goods (I. and S. docket No. M-4739, June 20-25, 1953), to show, 
among other things, the number and net weight of household-goods 
shipments of Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps moved by 
motor van on Government bills of lading during December 1952. 
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Average net weights per shipment 


Tariff reference: Pounds 
Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau tariff No. 42—-A 3, 064 
Independent Movers’ & Warehousemen’s tariff No. 8 a 3, 606 
Independent Movers’ & Warehousemen’s tariff No. 7 ; 3, 405 
Independent Movers’ & Warehousemen’s tariff No. 6 3, O11 


The above suggests a curious anomaly, namely, the fact that the 
lower the rate structure employed the higher the average net weight. 
The startling aspect of the whole matter is that the figures represent 
averages of several hundred, even thousands, of shipments, yet the 
increase in average net weight per shipment is substantially higher 
for shipments moving on the lower rate structures. The question 
naturally arises as to why this should be so 

As long as rate is the primary consideration in obtaining military 
traffic, the problem of improving service will always exist. <A fur- 
ther example of the evils arising from the exercise of the reduced-rate 
privilege is indicated by the following information pertaining to 
“Average accessorial charges per shipment,” abstracted from the 
same source as the foregoing ‘Average net weights per shipment.” 


Ave rage accesso? ial service charge per shipment 
Tariff reference: 


Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau tariff No. 42-A S61. 91 
Independent Movers’ & Warehousemen’s tariff No. 8 70. 28 
Independent Movers’ & Warehousemen’s tariff No. 7 59. 23 
Independent Movers’ & Warehousemen’s tariff No. 6 88. 55 


It is common knowledge among those familiar with household 
goods tariffs that the tariffs with lower rate structures also contain 
relatively lower accessorial service charges. The question naturally 
arises here as to why there should be an increase in average accessorial 
service charges per shipment with respect to military shipments which 
move on lower rate and charge structures. The question is particularly 
pertinent with respect to the substantially higher average differen- 
tials which develop on those shipments moving on the rate and charge 
structure of tariffs Nos. 6 and 8. 

Another factor for consideration and matter of which we profess 
not to have detailed knowledge, is the Government’s role as insurer 
of such shipments for any loss or damage which may be in excess of 
the carrier’s legal liability. The military does maintain a fund for 
the purpose of replacing, at least for certain of its personnel, loss or 
damage for which the carrier may not be held legally responsible, but 
which conceivably is, in great measure, the result of an overzealous 
false economy that operates on the principle of awarding shipments 
to the carrier who is the most reckless or desperate in proving the 
lowest rate that will insure it at least a portion of the military business. 
In such regard, the following is quoted in part from a release received 
from Headquarters, Military District, Washington, D. C., which 
provides instructions for personnel concerning transportation of 
household goods via commercial motor van carriers and is identified 
as S. R. 55-16025, dated January 12, 1951: 

3. Insurance.—The Government contracts with van carriers to haul personal 
property released (insured) at a value of 30 cents per pound per article, and with 
rail and motor carriers at a released (insured) value of 10 cents per pound per 
article. In the event of damage to property in excess of carrier’s liability, the 
owner may recoup the difference (between actual damage and the amount re- 
couped from the earrier) by filing claim with the Government under AR 25-100. 
In civilian practice, on van shipments, commercial concerns purchase transit 
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irance to cover their employees Inasmuch as the Government is a self- 
irer, transit insurance premiums are not payable from Government funds. 
lhe owner, if he so desires, may secure this insurance, but inasmuch as recoup- 


nent of the difference between carrier’s liability and extent of damage is payable 
by the Government, it is not deemed necessary that this insurance be purchased. 
However is is a personal matter for decisi 

The Air Force recently informally released the followmg very 
startling figures on the cost to the Government in settling claims with 
military personnel that were not directly traceable to carrier lability: 


' 
Oo 


Year Amount 
1951 ; $190, 719 
1952 237, 779 
1953 130, 648 


I might state that the Vvears mark a general downward level of house- 
hold-goods rates, though the damage claims went up. 

senator Py RTELL, This shows an appreciable increase, or does it 
run parallel to the tonnage haul? 

Mr. Rowan. We do not have the total figures of the military. 
That we were unable to obtain, but it would be my personal opinion 
that if anything the tonnage should have been off a little bit in the 
last couple of vears. 

Senator PurTELL. Wouldn’t that have a great deal to do in deter- 
mining the value of these figures, if in 1951 it amounted to $190,000 
and by 1953 it had gone up to $430,000? 

Mr. Rowan. Definitely. 

Senator Purreti. The relationship of the loss to the amount carried 
would change in relationship to these figures, would it not? 

Mr. Rowan. That is correct. We do not have the figure you are 
interested in. That would have to come from the military. We are 
unable to obtain them. 

We can only assume that the other military branches of the Govern- 
ment have experienced the same rise in claims payments, but this is 
knowledge which only the military can furnish and very obviously 
must be charged to the alleced SAV nes unde section Ze reduced rates, 

Finally, there is one other matter upon which only the military 
services can supply the committee with the true cost, and that has to 
do with the undisputable fact that the military has made a project 
out of what 112i. be deseribed as a simple domestic science in which 
the average housewife employs nothing more than her telephone to 


Oo l 
| of the known advantages of a scientific service. 
The mover upon receipt of such a call sets into action a complete 


; ; 1 cor ie i 
organization of specialists, competitively inspired from a service 


standpoint, to sell goodwill as well as responsible service. Such 


set in motion al 


attributes of the moving industry, when not completely ignored, are 
being duplicated within each branch of the military and, this I would 


like to emphasize, without any reflection on the well-meaning officers 
and civilians designated to carry on such a project, it must be recog- 
nized, Ipo! the basis of sound business economics, that the salaries 
and office expense of the officers, noncoms, and civilians, who comprise 
the vast network of federally paid specialists, trained and dedicated to 
purchasing and supervising a moving service for military personnel, is 
a tremendous cost of which onlv the military can supply the ficures. 

\ ve ible military officer from a west coast installation recently 
I irked to this witness on the efficiency of his staff of 21 people. 


Now, sn’t ee tain whi ther he was reierring to a staff of 21 people 
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handling strictly military household goods shipments for the personnel 
at his particular installation or if the staff of 21 handled all trans- 
portation matters. lrregardless, the number is certainly impressive, 
if not scandalous. 

Kach installation has its transportation officers, traffic specialists, 
and other personnel handling negotiations, claims, inspections, ete., and 

forth, with each echelon of the military hierarchy containing its 
own superstructure of similar personnel seeking an ever-wider ambit 
of activity. It has now got to the point where, in an endeavor to 
remove the basic causes of many compliants directly traceable to 
irresponsible service, which in turn is directly traceable to practices 
in making awards upon the lowest bid—the military has sought juris- 
diction in matters and functions of carrier control over which only 
the Interstate Commerce Commission may appropriately assume 
jurisdiction, if at ae 

Again, I repeat, that as long as rate is the primary consideration, 
the problem of ee service will always exist, and all the effort 
in the world to prescribe procedure and regulations for the control 
of such service will never bring about the desired results. 

The necessity of comparing Government bills of lading against 
numerous and varying section 22 reduced-rate quotations would also 
seem to add to the administrative workload of the General Accounting 
Office, and here, also, any claim for Government savings should be 
carefully weighed against the increased cost of administrative detail 
and number of personnel needed to process negotiated rates. 

It may be anticipated that the military, or Government agency 
testifying in its behalf, will resist the moving industry’s proposal to 
remove highly destructive competition from itself and restore to the 
military the type of responsible moving service which it enjoyed during 
the period of and for a time following World War II. 

I might state that during the war and up until 1947 the military paid 
full tariff rates and operated under orthodox transportation practices. 

Such rebuttal conceivably will be pitched upon the current laudable 
theme “economy” in Government. However, in such regard, we 
would respectfully urge this committee and the Congress to carefully 
study any offered claim for economy for its true value both as to the 
exact cost to the Government and the cost inflicted upon military 
personnel by way of unsatisfactory service. 

It may also be anticipated that the military will make re presenta- 
tions to the effect that there are no solicitation costs involved in secur- 
ing military household goods traffic and that the mover’s costs in 
obtaining such traffic are therefore lower. As a matter of fact, because 
of the nature of the rate competition involved, moving firms are 
required to maintain larger staffs of solicitors and salesmen than 
ordinarily required for commercial and domestic shipments. The 
mover must maintain solicitors at the various installations whose 
added responsibility, in addition to selling a moving service, is that of 
keeping track of rate quotations filed by all other moving firms and 
arranging, if possible, for his firm to have the most attractive rate 
offer on file with the military transportation officer at that particular 
installation. 

With the removal of section 22 reduced-rate privilege, the mover 
would have but one rate to offer the military and that would be his 
published, lawful tariff, on file with the Interstate Commerce Com- 
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mission. His solicitors would then be selling service and service only. 
He would no longer have need for solicitors whose only, or primary 
function, is that of watching the other fellow in order to cut under him 
with a more attractive rate offer. 

Although it will not be found as a matter of record, many of the 
military’s high ranking transportation officers are in thorough agree- 
ment that the matter of service to the military can only be dealt with 
satisfactorily after the removal of the section 22 reduced-rate privilege. 

Summing up, any claim for savings to the Government must be 
studied against all of the above-described factors which, in reality, are 
probably costing the Government far more than any alleged savings 
thought to develop through exercise of the reduced-rate privilege 
under section 22. Only the Government can supply the figures with 
respect to its claims payments, and its cost in personnel and overhead 
required to handle the increased administrative workload and details. 
And it is respectfully submitted that unless the military supports its 
claim of savings to the Government, then such assertion is merely a 
claim and nothing more. 

I would like to state this in conclusion. 

May this witness advise that my appearance before this committee 
on behalf of the moving industry has been authorized after careful 
consideration of the moving industry and with sincere conviction 
that interests of members of the military services, the shipping public, 
and the moving industry will be properly served only when this Con- 
gress removes the privilege of reduced rates under section 22, part I of 
the act, involving shipments of household goods for the Government. 
The effort of the moving industry before this Congress, in support of 
Senate bill 904, is simply for the purpose of consummating the intent 
and objective of the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 and the Transportation 
Act of 1940, through acceptance by the Government, for itself, of the 
same principles of economic and regulatory control which Congress 
prescribed for the general public and the moving industry. 

On behalf of members of the moving industry of the United States, 
this witness wishes to make this sincere expression of appreciation 
for the thoughtful consideration and time extended to our industry 
for this presentation. 

Mr. Chairman, I do thank you and the members of your committee. 

Senator Scnorpret. Thank you. Do you have any questions, 
Senator Purtell? 

Senator PurretL. No, Mr. Chairman. I was very much interested 
in the testimony. 

Senator Scuorpre.. If the principle of this bill is good, and many 
think that it is, why should it be limited to the motor carriers of 
household goods. 

Mr. Rowan. Mr. Chairman, we did not care to assume what should 
be good for other modes of transportation. If you want my personal 
opinion, I think this bill should be passed for all common carriers 
under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. We 
have evaded that because we did not want to draw fire. We are 
probably hurt more immediately because as I stated we are small 
firms. We cannot go to bankers and get relief, and we are suffering 
and we could not wait for the airlines and the rail carriers to get 
together. We could not wait for them. We are in dire need of this 
legislation. 
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There is a bill in the House, incidently, that would do just what 
you have in mind, Mr. Chairman, and I think nothing better could 
happen than to have the Senate introduce a similar bill. 

Senator Scuoepre.. I might say that some of the members of this 
subcommittee had been approached on the practical approach to this 
thing and say why not repeal section 22 completely. 

Mr. Rowan. Well, there may be a lot of tariff provisions in the 
section having to do with indigent persons and so forth. We are not 
complaining with that. We are quarreling only with the inequities 
that develop through uncontrolled competitive competition. Human 
nature being what it is, a man either meets the rate or the military 
says it doesn’t negotiate. If you don’t meet the rate of 10 percent 
below 6 of a tariff that was established by the Government, you 
don’t get the business. I know fellows in this city who have been in 
this business for 67 years before the advent of the trucks and highways 
and they are not writing a nickel’s worth of Government business. 
They are not all large ones, either. They are large and small. They 
cannot afford to. It is just a question of which way they want to 
lose money. 

Senator ScHorpPeL. I appreciate your views as expressed with 
reference to this legislation. 

If there are no further statements from the witness, you may be 
excused, and thank you, sir. 

Are there any other witnesses to appear on this bill? 

If there is no one else to be heard on this bill, we will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:54 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 





AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE ACT 


THURSDAY, APRIL 29, 1954 


Unirep STATES SENATE, 

SuBcoMMITTEE No. 1 ON SuRFACE TRANSPORTATION 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Wash ington, Eo), 

The subcommittee met at 11:02 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
G-16 of the Capitol, Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senator Schoeppel (chairman of the subcommittee). 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; E. R. Jelsma, pro- 
fessional staff member; and Edward Jarrett, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator ScHoEPpPEL. We will now proceed to S. 904. 

a have had some testimony on this. The first testimony will be 
Mr. J. Frank Perrin, Counsel of the Office of the Director of Transpor- 
so and Communications, from the Department of Defense. 


STATEMENT OF J. FRANK PERRIN, COUNSEL, OFFICE OF DIRECTOR 
OF TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS, OFFICE OF 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (SUPPLY AND LOGISTICS) 


Mr. Perrin. Mr. Chairman, I am J. Frank Perrin, Counsel to the 
Office of the Director of Transportation and Communications, Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics). The 
Office of the Director of Transportation and Communications, among 
other things, has responsibility to establish policy for the economical 
procurement of transportation services for the constituent military 
departments of the Department of Defense. I have been engaged in 
the transportation field in various capacities since 1925. 

[t is a pleasure to have this opportunity to appear before your sub- 
committee as a representative of the Department of Defense to be 
heard on S. 904 and 8. 906, for the purpose of making your subcom- 
mittee aware of the effects from a service and cost standpoint that the 
enactment of these bills would have on the procurement of transporta- 
tion services for the military departments. 


S. 904 


The Department of Defense is strongly opposed to the enactment of 
5. 904, a bill to standardize rates on household goods shipped by the 
United States Government for its employees. 


25 








26 AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act provides in part as 
follows: 

Nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of property 
free or at reduced rates for the United States, State or municipal governments 
ates or the transportation of persons for the United States Government free or 
at reduced rates ' 


S. 904 proposes to amend section 22 of the act as follows: 


rhis section shall not apply to the carriage, storage, or handling of shipments of 
‘household zoods’”’ as defined by the Interstate Commerce Commission in Prac- 


tic s of Motor Common Carriers of Household Goods (17 M. C. C. 467), when 
such carriage, storage, or handling is for the United States Government. 

The objections of the Department of Defense to this bill are as 
follows: 

1. The preferential treatment proposed here is unnecessary. 

Prior to the use of motor carriers, motor vans, or freight forwarders, 
household goods were transported along with other goods by rail and 
water carriers and the mere fact that the property involved was house- 
hold goods created no special problem. Since the development of the 
motor carrier industry, the principal volume of household goods has, 
in fact, been shipped by motor van. Despite the fact that the prin- 
cipal volume of household goods moves by motor van there is no reason 
for singling out household goods for treatment under the provisions of 
section 22 of the act different from that accorded other property. 

The flexibility in rate adjustment is eliminated. 

Commercial tariffs must be prepared in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by, and filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission on 
not less than 30 days’ notice. Moreover, they must be prepared in 
the format, and posted at carrier offices in accordance with regulations 
of the Commission. Reduced rates under section 22 may be granted 
by the carriers without resort to the procedural requirements applic- 
able to commercial tariffs. Additionally it permits the Department of 
Defense to obtain departures from certain tariff rules for accessorial 
services which are a great benefit to the Department, but which do not 
result in any reduction in rates. 

Thus the ability to tender rates to the military departments under 
section 22 has advantages to the carriers as well as to the Department 
of Defense since it eliminates the time-consuming procedures which so 
often characterize tariff publication under section 6, part I (and com- 
panion provisions in pts. II, IJ, and V1) of the act. Moreover, the 
ability to offer rates under section 22 obviates the high expenditures 
‘arriers must incur in formal tariff publication. 

Senator ScHospreL. Might I ask you this question. 

Mr. Perrin. Yes, sir. 

Senator ScHogrppxL. When you use the term “household goods” do 
you mean household goods as defined in this act, or do you mean house- 
hold goods as we generally look at it in the popular sense? 

Mr. Perrin. The proposed amendment takes the definition for 
household goods out of volume 17 of the Motor Carrier Reports. 
That is, as I understand, a little bit more expansive than the ordinary 
definition of household goods. 

Senator ScHoepre.. I wanted to get that into the record. 


Mr. Perrin. Standardization of rates on household goods is not 


achieved. 
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The stated purpose of the bill is to standardize rates on household 
goods shipped by the United States Government for its employees. 
Currently there are three major conferences composed of member 
carriers transporting household goods, the Household Goods Carriers’ 
Bureau, the Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Association, 
and the Western States Movers’ Conference. 

Each of these conferences has tariffs filed with the Commission 
containing different levels of rates. Also within the individual con- 
ferences there are different levels of rates maintained. Moreover, 
even within particular geographical sections there are different rate 
levels applying for the account of different members of the same 
bureau. It is thus seen that their published tariff rates are not 
standard today. Consequently, the exclusion of household goods 
from section 22 would not “standardize” rates paid by the Govern- 
ment for the movement of household goods. The immediate effect of 
that exclusion would be to destroy such standardization as van moving 
companies have themselves established on Government shipments of 
household goods through the equalization by the higher priced carriers 
of the lower level of rates of their competitors. 

Household goods motor carrier tariff rates are generally published 
on a mileage basis usually embracing many States. Presumably 
such rates are designed to cover a wide variety of unpredictable 
contingencies. 

On the other hand, carriers in filing section 22 rates with particular 
military posts, do so with the knowledge of the various conditions 
that prevail in the traffic out of that post. 

4. This bill would restrain competition for attractive military 
household goods traffic. 

Military household goods traffic is attractive to all household goods 
carriers. Many prefer it to transportation of household goods for 
private individuals. There are practically no solicitation costs 
involved in securing military household goods traffic, whereas on 
private household goods shipments the acquisition or “‘sales’’ cost is 
generally reflected in a 20-percent booking commission paid to agents. 
Consequently the expense of handling household goods traffic for the 
Department of Defense is lower. 

Under the present provisions of section 22 household goods carriers 
can, if they wish, offer to transport household goods for the Depart- 
ment of Defense at rates lower than those applicable to commercial 
traffic because of the lower transportation expense. Rates thus 
adjusted are established voluntarily by the carriers because of the 
attractiveness and compensatory nature of Government consignments 
of household goods. 

It should be borne in mind that the so-called reductions in rates of 
household goods carriers are in effect equalizations of rates with those 
lower rates which are already established and published in tariffs on 
file with the Interstate Commerce Commission. The bill if enacted 
would prevent such reductions in rates and require that military 
shipments be transported at the same rate as private shipments even 
though the cost of transporting Government shipments is less. 

Further, if the bill were enacted, household goods carriers (par- 
ticularly smaller household goods carriers) which would want to 
participate in this attractive Government traffic at lower rates based 
on their lower costs would be for all intents and purposes precluded 
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from such participation under the tariff procedures of the act. The 
end result of the enactment of such legislation would be to restrain 
competition between carriers on the basis of costs. 

5. Exclusion from section 22 would result in requests for other 
exclusions 

In addition, I would like to point out to the committee that the 
exclusion of a particular commodity, such as household goods, from 
section 22 would undoubtedly serve as a precedent for other interests 
to request similar exemptions for their commodity groups. As a 
result, the financial and administrative benefits that now accrue to 
the Government through its operation under section 22 would be lost. 

6. Government costs for transporting household goods would be 
increased. 

Enactment of the bill would require substantially increased appro- 
priations for the movement of household goods for the United States 
Government and particularly the Department of Defense. It was 
estimated last vear at the level of traffic prevailing at that time that 
the enactment of this bill would increase the annual Department of 
Defense costs for transportation of household goods by approximately 
$11.5 million. 

It is sincerely urged that S. 904 be not favorably reported by your 
committee. 

Senator Scnorprer, | would like at this time to offer for the record 
household goods as defined in Er parte MC 19, Practices of Motor 
Common Carriers of Household Goods (53 MCC 177) and the perti- 
nent sections that are attached to the memorandum. 

(Household goods definition, MC 19, are as follows:) 

Household goods, as defined in Er Parte Mc 19, Practices of Motor Common 
Carriers of Household Goods (53 MCC 177): 

‘1. Personal effects and property used or to be used in a dwelling when a part 
of the equipment or supply of such dwelling. 

“2. Furniture, fixtures, equipment, and the property of stores, offices, museums, 
institutions, hospitals, or other establishments when a part of the stock, equip- 
ment, or supply of such stores, offices, museums, institutions, hospitals, or other 
establishments. 

3. Articles, including objects of art, displays, and exhibits, which because of 
their unusual nature or value require specialized handling and equipment usually 
employed in moving household goods.” 

Senator ScHorprpEL. What is the competitive picture on the house- 
hold goods business at the present time as you know it in the military 
service? 

Mr. Perrin. As I pointed out, there are three household goods 
bureaus today. There are some others, but those are the major ones. 

Senator ScHoOEPPEL. Those are the big three? 

Mr. Perrin. That is right, and they have different levels of rates, 
and of course the carriers who participate in the agency that has the 
highest level of rates wants to participate in Government traffic so 
they merely execute a section 22 to come down to the level of the 
rates of the agency having the lowest level of rates. 

Those rates are on file with the Commission. They use it as a 
medium to file or get a rate to the Department of Defense which, 
without section 22, they would have to file so many days’ notice, say 
30 days’ notice, with the Commission. 

Senator ScHorPPeL. It is your contention that under the present 
act in the way it is being administered that there is decided advantage 
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to the military in the handling of the goods by way of the cost factors 
involved? 

Mr. Perrin. There is, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ScHorpreL. As you view it, if this bill is passed now, 
would the rate on household goods be the same for all carriers at a 
particular shipping point? 

Mr. Perrtn. No, it would not. There is a possibility, of course, 
that the industry itself would try to adjust all the conference rates 
to the same level. I don’t know that to be true, but it seems to me 
that would be the natural consequence of the determination of the 
household goods from this particular proposal. 

Senator ScHoerrPe.. I think you have testified as to the increased 
costs. ; 

Mr. Perrin. Yes, sir. On the household goods we made a fairly 
complete study last year, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ScHoerPeL. What was that figure based on? I was going 
to ask you that. 

Mr. Perrin. It was based on the tonnages moved, that is the ship- 
ment of household goods moved for the Department of Defense. 

We estimated it would be $11,500,000 additional cost. That was 
last year. It was completed along about in June or July of last year, 
and it is a fairly accurate figure too, I might say. 

Senator ScHoEPPEL. We all realize that in the case of actual war 
or impending conflict which we hope never comes on us again, there 
has to be certain latitude and leeway and great flexibility allowed. 
Do you feel that if this bill were enacted that would be prevented? 

Mr. Perrin. I think it would. 

Senator Scuorpre.. Unless there would be a specific proviso for 
suspension in cases of war or under certain other acts thought to be 
dangerous to the defense of the country. 

Mr. Perrin. That is right. There is an enormous amount of flex- 
ibility in this matter of rate making so far as the military operations 
are concerned, Mr. Chairman. Without it, of course, we would be 
bound by the normal requirements of the Interstate Commerce Act 
which are generally stated in section 6 with respect to tariff filings. 

Senator ScHoEPPEL. When we refer to 8. 906 the question that was 
asked a number of times of your secretary has been, well, how much 
money would the passage of this bill cost the Government? 

Mr. Perrin. As 1 stated in my testimony, Mr. Chairman, we have 
not completed any sound estimate on that, but if you consider on the 
expenditure of $1 billion annually for transportation services, I think 
it can be readily seen that if we have to go to the tariff level of rates 
on this traffic, that the increase in annual appropriations of the 
Department would be substantial. I would not want this statement 
to be put in the record, because it is not an accurate figure, but if 
you will go off the record a few minutes I would be glad to give you a 
good estimate about it. 

Senator ScHorepPEL. Yes, sir, it is a figure I have been interested in. 

We will go off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator ScHorpre.. Back on the record. 

Mr. Perrin. It will be substantially more than the $11,500,000. 
The $11,500,000 related only to the household goods. 
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Senator ScHorpreL. Again pertaining to S. 906, the bill in a nut- 
shell, what benefits have accrued to the Government as a result of 
section 22 provisions? 

Mr. Perrin. I could answer it this way, there are two benefits to 
it. One is the procedural ratemaking, which is certainly flexible 
and in accord with the changing pattern of the military operation. 
We get situations where the military departments will find out at 
3 o'clock that they have to start moving certain traffic at 5 o’clock. 
Obviously, if you had to go through the procedural requirements of 
the act on that, it would be an impossibility. You could not do it. 
Of course the rate factor is an important element, too, it is @ very 
important element. 

The other factor of course is the saving in Government funds. 
Now, without getting too detailed on this, the majority of the section 
22 rates that we get on traffic are reductions from the classification 
rates or class rates. In contrast to the commercial apes the 
commercial industry doesn’t use class rates. They get commodity 
rates. So, in that respect our obtaining a section 22 corresponds 
to some extent with the commercial industry obtaining a commodity 
rate. There is a parallel there. It is not too good, but there is a 
parallel. 

Senator Scuoreprer. It has been contended, and I don’t know 
whether it is correct or not and you may have a judgment factor to 
express on that, that the passage of the bill would permit the Gov- 
ernment or the Department of Defense to eliminate quite a large 
number of employees who ere now engaged in handling these repara- 
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tions cases. 

Mr. Perrin. Incidentally, on that pomt of reparations cases those 
cases were prepared to a great extent by the Department of Justice. 

Senator ScCHOEPPEL. I see 

Mr. Perrin. Our employees did help out on certain matters with 
respect to them, but that work is all by the board so far as we are 
concerned, because the examiner’s proposed report is out in the 
reparations case, the exceptions have been filed by the Department 
of Justice in them, and except for some casual inquiries the employees 
of the Military Department would not be engaged in that any more. 

Senator Scuorpre.t. I am glad to have that noted into the record 
here because this has been drawn to the attention not only of the 
chairman of this subcommittee but also to the attention of other 
members of the committee. 

Previously we have had testimony and suggestions made on the 
90-day provision in this bill. What about the 90-day provision to 
correct the rates mm order to permit an adjustment on them? 

Mr. Perrin. I think as I recall I have heard some of the discussion 
on that, too, Senator, and the 90-day provision would not help at all 
because the minute that one of our transportation officers accepted 
one of those reduced rates it would become final and binding on the 
Government. 

It is true we could, that 90-day provision would be a» escape valve 
to get out from under maybe an unreasonable rate, but we would 
still be bound by the rate we accepted, and we would have to pay it. 

It is like the example I pointed out a while ago, even with the 90- 
day provision in there we would still be bound by that 48-cent rate 
that we accepted. 
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Senator ScHoEPPEL. One other concluding question, because I do 
not want to take too much time. 

Do you anticipate you might get any cost figures on S. 906 very 
soon? 

Mr. Perrin. I do not believe we will. It is an enormous task. 

Senator Scuorpre.. Well, I was going to suggest that if in the 
course of investigation or the checks that you were making and should 
you be able to have them formalized, I am sure that the committee 
would appreciate it because it would be helpful to us. I am not going 
to hold you to that, because obviously there is a great deal of detail 
involved. 

I think that is all. Thank vou, Mr. Perrin. Your testimony has 
been most helpful to the committee. 

Mr. Perrin. Thank you. 

Senator Scuorpre.. | understand that there is a Mr. Shafer here 
who has to leave town and would appreciate being heard as quickly as 
possible. We will therefore hear from Mr. Shafer at this time. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. SHAFER, GENERAL TRAFFIC MANAGER, 
WEYERHAEUSER SALES CO., ST. PAUL, MINN, 


Mr. SHarer. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name if George H. Shafer. I am general traffic manager of the 
Weverhaeuser Sales Co., distributor of forest products, with head- 
quarters in St. Paul, Minn. 

I am testifying today on S. 904 on behalf of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of the United States. This bill would exempt from the pro- 
visions of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act the earriage. 
storage, or handling of household goods for the United States Govern- 
ment. 

The chamber fully supports the principle of this bill, which would, 
as we understand it, require the Federal Government to use published 
tariff rates for the shipment of household goods, thus preventing it 
from using section 22 as a means of bargaining with carriers for lower 
rates. Such bargaining, of course, is now permitted under the pro- 
vision in section 22 stating that nothing 
shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of property free or at reduced 
rates for the United States, State, or municipal Governments 

The chamber believes, however, that this standardization of com- 
mercial and Government rates should be applied to all types of 
transportation, to all types of carriers, and to all levels of government. 
This could be done, we believe, by striking from the first clause ot 
the first sentence of section 22 the words “for the United States, 
State, or municipal governments” and the words “or the transporta- 
tion of persons for the United States Government free or at reduced 
rates.” 

Appendix A attached shows how this proposed amendment would 
affect section 22 as previously worded. 

Senator Scnorpre.. That may be made a part of the record. 

(Appendix A to Mr. Shafer’s statement is as follows:) 
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APPENDIX A 


ProposED AMENDMENT OF SeEcTION 22 oF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE AcT 


Strike out words as shown below] 

See. 22. That nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or han- 
dling of property free or at reduced rates fer the United States, State; er municipal 
gevernments; er for charitable purposes, or to or from fairs and expositions for 
exhibition thereat, or the free carriage of destitute and homeless persons trans- 
ported by charitable societies, and the necessary agents employed in such trans- 


portation, er the — of persons for the Enited States Government 
free er at redueed pates; 

Mr. SHarer. In proposiiie this, I am authorized to state that 
the following national transport organizations join the chamber in 
advocating the extension of the principle of standardization of com- 
mercial and Government rates to all forms of transport and to all 
levels of Goverrment: Air Transport Association, American Merchant 
Marine Institute, Committee for Pipe Line Companies, Intercoastal 
Steamship Freight Association, and the National Association of 
Motor Bus Operators, and many others, either have or will speak 
for themselves in connection with this hearing. 

The actual and potential effects that section 22 has and can have 
on our transport system have been studied carefully for some time 
by the chamber’s 45-member Transportation and Communication 
Committee. This group, which acts in an advisory capacity to the 
chaber’s membership in the transport and communication fields, 
is composed of a balanced representation of all types of carriers and 
shippers. <A roster of its current membership is attached. 

Senator Scuorrre.. That will be made a part of the record. 

Roster of Transportation and Communication Committee is as 


follows: 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, WASHINGTON 
TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATION COMMITTEE, 1953-54 


*Arthur FE. Stoddard, chairman, president, Union Pacific Railroad Co., 1416 
Dodge Street, Omaha, \ebr 

Russell B. Adams, vice president, Pan American World Airways System, 815 
15th Street NW., Washington 5, D. ¢ 

4. G. Anderson, general traffic manager, Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Inc., 26 Broad- 


wav, New York 4, N. ¥ 

G. T. Baker, president, National Airlines, Inc., 3240 N. W. 27th Avenue, Miami 
12, Fla 

Charles H. Beard, general traffic manager, Union Carbide & Carbon Corp., 
30 & ast 42d Street, New York 17, .. Y 


1 P. Bergeron, president, Kankakee Auto Leasing Corp., 545 South Wash- 
Ington oe , Kar kakee, Ii] 

R. A. L. Bogan, executive vice president, the Greyhound Corp., 2600 Board. of 
Trade Building, Chieago 4, Il 

J. G. Breslin, traffic manager, California & Hawaiian Sugar Refining Corp., 
215 Market Street, San Francisco 5, Calif 

Carl D. Brorein, president and general manager, Peninsular Telephone Co., 
610 Morgan Street, Tampa 1, Fla 

John H. Burke, owner and manager, Wiley Post Airport, Post Office Box 1002, 
Oklahoma City, Okla 

J. L. Burke, president, Service Pipe Line Co., Service Pipe Line Building, Tulsa 
2, Okla 

Walter F. Carey, president, Automobile Carriers, Inc., 3401 North Dort Highway, 
F] nt, Mich 


*Member United States chamber board of directors. 





. 








AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 33 


*J. H. Carmichael, president, Capital Airlines, Ine., National Airport, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

R. 5. Damon, president, Trans World Airlines, 10 Richards Road, Kansas City, 
Mo. 

James A. Farrell, Jr., president, Farrell Lines, Inc., 26 Beaver Street, New York 
a a 

M. G. Gamble, president, Esso Shipping Co., 30 Rockefeller Plaza, New York 
20, N. ¥ 

W. B. Garner, executive vice president, Waterman Steamship Corp., 61 St. 
Joseph Street, Mobile 9, Ala. 

T. B. Gittings, vice president, Western Union Telegraph Co., 60 Hudson Street, 
New York 13, N. Y. 

*Powell C. Groner, president, Kansas City Public Service Co., 728 Delaware 
Street, Kansas City, Mo. 

A. LL. Hammell, president, Railway Express Agency, Inc., 230 Park Avenue, 
New York 17, N. Y. 

E. G. Hayward, rancher, Cimarron, N. Mex. 

John F, Hendon, president, Hendon & Co., Inc., 1631 North Third Avenue, 
sirmingham 3, Ala 

Herschel Hollopete~, transportation Cirector, Indiana State Chamber of Com- 
merce, Board of Trade Building, Indianapolis 4, Ind 

Thomas R. Hudd, president, National Carloading Corp., 19 Rector Street, 
New York 6, N. Y. 

Frank A. Leffingwell, traffic manager, Southwest Stone Co., Mercantile Bank 
Building, Dallas, Tex. 

Kivans A. Nash, 6607 N. W. Grand Boulevard, Oklahoma City 6, Okla. 

W. H. Ott, Jr., general traffic manager, Kraft Foods Co., 500 Peshtigo Court, 
Chicago 90, Ill 

D. H. Overmyer, president, D. H. Overmyer Warehouse Co., 217 Cherry Street, 
Toledo 4. Ohio 

C. M. Roddewig, president, Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad Co., 332 South 
Michigan Avenue, Chicago 4, Ill. 

L. J. Rowley, manager, traffic and transportation, Lockheed Aircraft Corp., 
Post Office Box 551, Burbank, Calif 

Frank Sawyer, president, Checker Taxi Co., 10 Gainsborough Street, Boston, 
Mass. 

Alex. K. Scherer, president, Scherer Freight Lines, Inc., 424 West Madison 
Street, Ottawa, Ill 

George H. Seal, vice president, C. H. Sprague & Son Co., 10 Post Office Square, 
Boston 9, Mass. 

Warner B. Shepherd, general traffic manager, Aluminum Company of America, 
801 Gulf Building, Pittsburgh 19, Pa. 

James Sinclair, president and general manager, Luckenbach Steamship Co., Inc., 
120 Wall Street, New York, N. Y. 

John Sloan Smith, vice president and general manager, Aero Mayflower Transit 
Co., 863 Massachusetts Avenue, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Gordon G. Steele, president, Portland Traction Co., 2838 East Burnside Street, 
Portland 15, Oreg. 

G. C. Taylor, president, Mississippi Valley Barge Line Co., 1017 Olive Street, 
St. Louis 1, Mo. 

John Ek. Tilford, president, Louisville and Nashville Railroad Co., 908 West 
Broadway, Louisville 1, Ky. 

tobert H. Walker, Boyd, Walker, Huiskamp & Concannon, 609 Blondeau Street, 
Keokuk, Iowa 

D. G. Ward, director of transportation, Mathieson Chemical Corp., Mathieson 
Building, Baltimore 3, Md. 

William W. Ward, president, Ward Trucking Corp., Ward Tower, Altoona, Pa. 

E. H. Wasson, vice president, American Telephone & Telegraph Co., 195 Broad- 
way, New York 7, N. Y. 

William White, president, New York Central System, 230 Park Avenue, New 
York 17, N. Y. 

Harold F. Hammond, secretary manager, transportation and communication 
department, Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Washington 6, D. C. 


*Member United States chamber board of directors. 
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Mr. Searer. The transportation and communication committee, 
by an overwhelming majority, has taken the position that section 
22 of the Interstate Commerce Act should be ae ‘nded in such a way 
that Government agencies be required to pay the same level of charges 
as commercial users of transport services. This position has been 
fully supported by the chamber’s membership, wide h, as you know, 
is scattered throughout the entire nation. 

For the benefit of the subcommittee, I am summarizing below 
several questions considered by the transportation and communication 
committee when studying this subject, each of which is followed by 
a few comments, as brought out in our consideration of this subject. 

What are section 22 rates? 

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act gives carriers under 
jurisdiction ol the bepst eaters Commerce Commission the right to 
transport ] rope ty or persons for the { nited states, State or municipal 


governments at rates lower than those that must be used by the 


general public. When a Government agency takes advantage of this 
right—and we understand it is done quite frequently—it is moving 
its traffic on a section 22 rate. 

In actual practice, a Government official can play one carrier 
against another for a bargain rate that is much lower than the rate 
published in official tariffs Because of the potential volume of 


Government business available and because carriers can offer lower 


rates to Government agencies without any regulatory control, the 


inducement to make concessions is tremendous. Furthermore, any 
ate that may be negotiated is a pe rfectly legal rate The transpor- 
tation service may even | » perform without compen ation 


(Can commercial shippers and travelers use section 22 rates? 


Commercial shippers and travelers very definitely cannot use 





section 22 rates Inf fact, if thev obtain from a carrier that is 
lower than the ial rate ipprove D\ ICC and shown in pub- 
lished tariffs, they are subject to a heavy fine or imprisonment for as 
much as 2 vears, or both 


Thus, we have two sets of rules one for the general public and one 
for the Government Rate regulation is considered good for the 
ormer but disregarded for the latter What makes it worse is that 
this right to get reduced, or even free, transportation by the Govern- 
ment can be used by State and local governments as well as the 
Fede ral Gov ernment, thus | i@aving the door wide opel fo r possible 


} 


abuse In fact, we heve been eo ieni that so-called monopoly 
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States are already using section 22 


‘ates in the distribution of liquors. 
do carriers lose from section 22 1 ‘ates? 

Carriers stand to lose in a number of ways if they allow Government 
agencies to exercise to any great extent this right to reduced rates 
because there is no control over this type of rate solicitation. 

Carriers stand to lose revenues if reductions are made on Govern- 
ment traffic below normal commercial rates because such reductions 
do not generate new traffic. They wae redistribute such traffie 
among the different carriers. Each time this redistribution process 
takes place, more carrier revenues are lost because the same amount 
of Government traffic is being moved, but at progressively lower rates. 

Carriers also stand to lose because of the nature of section 22 rates. 
Being unregulated, these rates are not final and binding in the same 
manner as a published tariff rate. Adjustments with Government 
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agencies are thus complicated. In fact, some carriers claim that the 
Government has arbitrarily made some deductions from their freight 
bills. In such cases, the carriers have very little opportunity to 
protest, until later. 

Do shippers lose from section 22 rates? 

One objectionable feature about section 22 to shippers is that it 
permits unfair discrimination in favor of the Government, which is 
contrary to the basic principles of the national transportation policy. 
If a special rate is granted the Government for a particular movement, 
shippers feel they should be entitled to that rate for a similar com- 
mercial shipment. 

Senator Scuorpret. Do you make a distinction there between 
normal international and national conditions and a wartime picture? 

Mr. SHarer. Yes, sir, that matter was discussed by the chamber’s 
committee in considerable detail and they recognize that there might 
be situations somewhat similar to what the previous witness referred 
to that might require special consideration 


\nother and very serious objectionable feature of section 22 rates 
to shippers is that, if carried too far, it can result in higher commercial 
rates to offset losses from lower Government rates. and of course some 
of my good friends ch as Mr. Perrin who just testified, would carry 
them just as far as they could 

In fact, the carriers’ entire rate structure could be disrupted if too 
large a proportion of Government traffic is moved on special rates, 
while other traffic moves at norma! rates This probl im, we under- 
stand, is a serious one in the household goods carrier industry, which 


] } . 4 lowe +1 Bw ] al 
has been broucht OUL GUPINE til ( hearings ana whi i} will come to 


your attention with some force later on. 

Section 22 creates Government administrative problems? 

Careful analvsis will show that the use of section 22 rates by the 
Government means an increase in administrative ¢ xpenses 

‘To cite an example, we understand that there is one Government 
agency that receives over 10,000 bids from carriers a vear for its 
trafic, many of which are unsolicited. Yer. every single one must be 
processed, which is quite an administrative task. 

The General Accounting Office, of course, which encourages the 
22 rates, must audit all such contracts and maintains a 
large staff in its transportation department for just this purpose 


use of section 


9» 


The National transportation policy, already referred to, stated 
in the Interstate Commerce Act specifically directs the ICC to seek 
“sound economic conditions in transportation and among the several 


National transport policy supports amending section 


carriers’ without “undue preferences or advantages, or unfair or 
destructive competitive practices” and ends with the sentence that 
“All of the provisions of the act shall be administered and enforced 
with a view to carrying out the above declaration of policy.” 

Oby iously, the objectives set forth in the policy declaration are not 
consistent with the clause that gives the Government the right to seek 
reduced rates for its traffic. Such a practice does not promote sound 
economic conditions among carriers. It gives the Government an 
undue preference and advantage, which in turn encourages unfair 
or destructive competitive practices among carriers. 

The principle argument in favor of section 22 rates is gone. 
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In the past, it could have been argued that the Government was 
entitled to reduced rates as a means of being repaid for such aids as 
land grants to railroads. ‘These partic ‘ular aids, however, have been 
fully repaid, as clearly shown when Congress repealed this provision 
in 1945. However, section 22, which permitted other carriers to meet 
the land-grant rates and thus compete for Government traffic, was not 
changed. As a result, the Government turned to a more general use 
of section 22 rates, even though the justification for such rates no 
longer exists. 

What should be done? 

The time has arrived when the Government should expect, we 
believe, to be treated like any other commercial user of transport 
service. There is no longer any justification for its being given an 
unfair advantage to seek bargain rates. Government transport costs 
should be borne by the general public and not passed on partially to 
the shippers of the Nation. S. 904 is a ~~ step in this direction 
and thus has the chamber’s full support However, we believe the 
proper way to correct this ine quity is to amend section 22 in line with 
the recommend: ae n made above and illustrated in appendix A. 

I should like to comment for a moment. I referred to a change in 
conditions. 

A brief reference to the legislative history of section 22 of the act 
indicates that it was a part of the original Interstate Commerce Act 
at which time, as is stated, the Federal land-grant dedications were in 
full force and effect. Thus, it must have been put in the act to permit 
carriers who were not land-grant carriers to meet the competition of 
other land-grant carriers. 

There has been a tremendous change in our Government in recent 
vears, ever since the land grant-rates were repealed. Our Federal 
Government has expanded to a point where it is far beyond the 
bounds that could have been contemplated even in 1887 when the 
section was put in the act. At that time we had no TVA, no Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, and none of the many Government 
organizations which are shipping traffic as they are today. 

Our Government is in active competition with many of the manu- 
facturers and shippers in this country and we feel that they should pay 
commercial rates, reasonable commercial rates, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. I note that you have a proposed amendment. 
[ want to say that that is a much-needed amendment. In what form 
it will go in I don’t know, but it will certainly receive the attention of 
the committee because it has been heretofore discussed. 

Mr. Saarer. Thank you. 

Senator ScHoerPeL. Thank you, sir. 

We will now hear from Mr. F. G. Freund, director of traffic of the 
Americen Trucking Associations. 


STATEMENT OF F. G. FREUND, DIRECTOR OF TRAFFIC, 
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Freunp. My name is F. G. Freund. I am director of traffic 
of American Trucking Associations. Our offices are at 1424 16th 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. The American Trucking Associa- 
tions is a federation of State associations representing all types of 
motor carriers of property, both for hire and private. 
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The association desires to go on record as endorsing Senate bill 904, 
a bill to standardize rates on household goods shipped by the United 
States Government for its employees. The movers have consistently 
sought appropriate legislative relief before the Congress. The pres- 
ent form of relief was initiated at the hearings held in 1950 pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 50; again at the hearings held in 1952 in support 
of Senate bill 2653; at the hearings before the House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce in 1953 in support of House bill 
3290; and, just recently, on April 26, before this same committee, 
testimony was presented and evidence offered by the movers in sup- 
port of the present bill S. 904. The consequences of financial insta- 
bility and deterioration of services arising from the destructive com- 
petitive practices induced through exercise of the reduced-rate priv- 
ilege permitted under section 22, part I of ~ed Interstate Commerce 
Act, have been earlier and more severely felt by the household-goods 
movers because of the peculiar nature of the service they render and 
the fact that they consist almost exclusively of small-carrier operations. 

The record adduced upon the four separate and distinct occasions 
on which the movers have testified through their representatives, the 
Movers’ Conference of America, has adequately supported the need 
for passage of Senate bill 904, particularly inasmuch as the present 
practices, which have been shown to exist under section 22, are con- 
trary to and hinder the effectuation of the principle of regulation of 
interstate motor common carriers of household goods. 

The association also emphatically urges that the proposed amend- 
ment of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act be extended to 
include all commodities transported in interstate or foreign commerce 
for the account of the Federal, State, or municipal Governments, as 
proposed in the so-called Hinshaw bill, H. R. 8029, for the following 
reasons: 

The provisions of section 22, except for some minor amendments 
having no bearing on the phraseology providing for transportation at 
free or reduced rates, became law with the original act in 1887. At 
that time the volume of traffic transported for the Government was 
negligible with little or no foreseeable potential effect on the carriers 
and the then Congress had no way of projecting present-day condi- 
tions. It is significant that at that time there was but one major 
mode of transportation regulated under the Interstate Commerce Act, 
and that mode had a virtual monopoly on the traffic. 

Today there are four m: modes of transportation subject to the 
act. Similarly, today the Government has grown to be the largest 
single shipper in the world. 

The National Transportation Policy (54 Stat. 899), provides in 
part: 

September 18, 1940) (49 U. 8. preceding sections 1, 301, 901, 1001). It is 
hereby declared to be the sional transportation policy of the Congress to 
provide for fair and impartial regulation of all modes of transportation subject 
to the provisions of this act, so administered as to recognize and preserve the 
inherent advantages of each; to promote safe, adequate, economical, and efficient 
service and foster sound economic conditions in transportation and among the 
several carriers; to encourage the establishment and maintenance of reasonable 
charges for transportation services, without unjust discriminations, undue 
preferences or advantages, or unfair or destructive competitive practices; to 
cooperate with the several States and the duly authorized officials thereof; and 
to encourage fair wages and equitable working conditions—all to the end of 
developing, coordinating, and preserving a national transportation system by 
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water, highway, and rail, as well as other means, adequate to meet the needs of 
the commerce of the United States, of the postal service, and of the national 


It is significant that the last sentence of this policy reads: 


All of the provisions of this act shall be administered and enforced with a 
view to carrving out the above declaration of policy. 


The inconsistency of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
to those provisions is readily apparent. Rates filed under section 22 
are not subject to review by a competent and experienced body of 
experts such as the Interstate Commerce Commission to determine 
their reasonableness, resulting in a situation which causes consider- 
able alarm among both shippers and carriers. This is further aggra- 
vated when consideration is given to the fact that a departmental 
transportation officer has no obligation to consider the effect which 
his rate negotiations Len have on the overall question of adequacy 
of the transportation system. Many do take the position that 
because of the statute the Government has a vested right to less- 
than-tariff rates 

\ 


,ot only does section 22 place the sovereign in the situation where 


it encourages violations of the theory of the Interstate Commerce 
Act but it encourages and leads to destructive competitive practices 
between and among the several modes of transportation. In normal 
situations destructive competitive practices can be prevented by 
regulatory agencies through their surveillance of carrier rates, but 
where the sovereign is free to bargain with the individual carriers, 
destructive competitive practices are bound to arise and do occur on 


humerous occasions. 


This destruc 


ive competition between and among carriers results 
in negotiations involving rates and charges for services at levels 
below or perilously near the bottom level of cost of performing the 
service It jeopardizes the financial stability of the carriers and 
violates the principles of the national transportation policy in that 
instead of fostering sound economic conditions in transportation and 
among the several carriers, the literal effect of section 22 is the opposite 

This has a tendency to place the ordinary commercial shipper in a 
position of sunsidizing the freight bill of the sovereign, through the 
exaction of higher rates and charges on services performed for hina. 

The practice of seeking and obtaining preferential rates and charges 
has also become accentuated on the State level. This is particularly 
significant in the so-called monopoly States in seeking less-than-tariff 
rates and charges, under this section, for the transportation of liquor 
consigned to State stores for sale by the sovereign to its citizens. 

It is exceedingly doubtful if the Congress had any intention in its 
consideration of the original act that section 22 would in any way be 
used as a means to further the interest of a State government in a 
business which up until the enactment of the 18th amendment was 
purely one of a private rather than a governmenta! enterprise. The 
furtherance of a governmental enterprise in a field of this nature in 
granting concessions in transportation charges is manifestly incon- 
sistent with the national transportation policy. 


In summary, section 22 is inconsistent with the national transporta- 
tion policy in that rate negotiations may be conducted by the sovereign 
without review by a conipetent body, without regard to cost of service, 
and without regard to the effect on the overal! rate level. 
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Clearly, widespread negotiations for reduced rates and charges 
without an adequate determination as to whether they are reasonable, 
nonprejudical and nondiscriminatory is not only inconsistent with the 
announced policy of the Congress but they also tend to render those 
policy provisions nugatory. 

In concluding this presentation it might be well to point out that 
the past 10 years have amply demonstrated the demand for a sound 
and healthy transportation system to meet the needs of the national 
defense. Indications are that those needs will continue. There is 
thinking in some quarters that should this Nation of ours be plunged 
into a conflict it would require the maximum utilization of all trans- 
portation facilities available and doubt has been expressed that the 
present system could adequately meet these requirements. It is 
obvious, therefore, that if this sound and healthy transpertation sys- 
tem is to be obtained and prese ‘rved, measures should be taken to 
protect it from the unfettered dissipations of revenues which are 
encouraged hy the present statute. 

Senator Scuoreprpe.. Thank vou, sir, for vour statement. 

We will now hear from Mr. Robert F. Keller, Assistant to the 
Comptroller General, who is accompanied by Mr. Harrell O. Hoagland, 
Director of the Transportation Division of the General Accounting 
Office. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. KELLFR, ASSISTANT TO THE COMP- 
TROLLER GENERAL, ACCOMPANIED BY HARRELL 0. HOAGLAND, 
DIRECTOR, TRANSPORTATION DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNT- 
ING OFFICE 


Mr. Ketter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
General Accounting Office opposes the enactment of S. 904 as indicated 
in the Comptroller General’s report to this committee of March 13, 
1953. While passage of the legislation would result in an increased 
cost of governmental operations of several million dollars our com- 
ments are not restricted to that basis alone. 

The most significant areas for consideration appear to be those 
which relate to: (1) The fact that the proposed legislation is not 
supported—so far as we are aware—by a substantial majority of the 
carriers Who conduct the business of movement of household goods 
for the Government or by some of the largest carriers in this limited 
field ; (2) the proposed legislation is much more drastic than is apparent 
of the surface since it would bar voluntary or negotiated tenders at 
less than tariff rates for the movement of hospital equipment and 
office furniture and fixtures of Government agencies as covered in 
existing tariffs published voluntarily by carriers; and (3) the effect 
of this bill would be to impose control by congressional action within 
a segment of industry as to which each household goods carrier could 
accomplish such result without legislation. 

It is not required by law that any carrier submit a tender for reduced 
rates to the United States. That such rates are continuously offered 
by carriers of substance and by a large number of carriers raises 
considerable doubt in our minds as to whether the industry, as a 
whole, favors the enactment of the legislation. 

Aside from the fact previously mentioned, that this proposed 
legislation affects Government movements of hospital equipment and 
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office furniture and fixtures, although not clearly stated therein, 
there has not been brought to the attention of the General Accounting 
Office any situation as to which household-goods carriers generally 
have complained to it of Government practices relative to this traffic 
or of serious economic reactions by reason of carrier operation under 
the present law. 

Finally, it could be that the present situation might follow “the 
foot in the door’ technique so far as abolition of section 22 and 
related actions of the law are concerned. If this be so, we believe 
the proposed legislation should be rejected as failing to represent an 
open and uniform approach by all interested and related carrier 
industries 

I think the testimony just given previously would indicate that 
the foot is in the door already, because section 22 was recommended 
to be abolished entirely by two previous witnesses. 

Senator ScuorpreL. Do you have anything further to offer? 

Mr. Ketter. I do not, Mr. Chairman, but Mr. Hoagland would 
like to say a word. 

Senator Scnorpper. We will be glad to bear from you. 

Mr. Hoaguanp. I would not care to unduly burden you but I 
believe that something should be done concerning the statement 
Mr. Shafer made that the cost of auditing in the General Accounting 
Office would be less were the section 22 quotations not available to 
the Government. The fact of the matter is that it would be increased. 
It is much easier to audit under section 22 than it is under a vast 


number of tariffs, that we would bave otherwise to apply. I would 
say that our costs would be ereat!y increased rather than lessened. 
Senator SCHOEPPEL. I would like to have that for the record. 


| recognize the centlema ) sitting at the first table here. 
STATEMENT OF THOMAS R. KINGSLEY, REPRESENTING MOVERS’ 


CONFERENCE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Kina@suey. Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas R. Kingsley, 
and I am representing the Movers’ Conference of America. I am 
with Mr. James Rowan, who testified on Monday, April 26, of this 
vear concerning 5. 904 and testified in favor of 5. 904. 

In view of the statements which have been made and entered into 
the record by the witnesses for the Department of Defense and the 
General Accounting Cffice, we would desire so that the record may be 
entirely clear, to make further offerings to the committee, if that 
would be possible. 

Mr. Rowan asked me to do this because he was unable to be here 
today himself. 

Senator ScHoEPpPEL, You may be permitted to file a statement as 
a part of the record. 

What time would vou desire to do that? I would not want to 
hold this record open too long. 

Mr. Kinestey. We do not want to hold it up either, Mr. Chair- 
man. We will file it as soon as it is humanly possible. 

Senator ScHOEPPEL, Can you give me some indication as to when 
that would be? 

Mr. Kinestey. How about Monday of next week, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ScHoEPPeL. Monday will be quite all right. 

Is Mr. Giles Morrow here? He is the next witness. 
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STATEMENT OF GILES MORROW, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
COUNSEL, FREIGHT FORWARDERS INSTITUTE 


Mr. Morrow. My name is Giles Morrow. I am president and 
general counsel of the Freight Forwarders Institute, with offices at 
room 610, 1111 E Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

‘The Freight Forwarders Institute is a national organization repre- 
senting freight forwarders subject to regulation under part IV of the 
Interstate Commerce Act. 

The members of the institute are opposed to bill S. 904, for reasons 
which I will state briefly. 

The bill would remove the application of section 22 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act to the carriage, storage, or handling of shipments 
of household goods when performed for the United States Govern- 
ment. The term “household goods” is not defined in the bill, but 
reference is made to a definition promulgated by the ICC in a formal 
proceeding. Section 22 is applicable to freight forwarders and there 
are a number of forwarders engaged in the business of handling house- 
hold goods as that term is defined in the specified ICC proceeding. 

The handling of used household goods for the Government is a 
specialized business which, in our experience, can be more effec- 
tively performed on the basis of contractual arrangements under 
section 22 than by published tariff. I am advised that frequently 
large movements of household goods, particularly for the personnel 
of the armed services, originate at points where few, if any, ship- 
ments have previously originated and where tariff rates are either 
inadequate or inappropriate to cover the movement. It is necessary 
to promptly adjust charges for movements of such goods to fit in- 
dividual situations. 

Of even more importance, in the case of the freight forwarding 
industry, there is an exemption in part IV of the Interstate Commerce 
Act by reason of which certain household goods forwarders escape 
regulation while others are regulated The unregulated forwarders 
now handle household goods for the Government under contract, and 
they would be able to continue to do so even if S. 904 were enacted. 
The regulated household goods forwarders, on the other hand, would 
be required to observe a tariff basis of rates if the bill should become 
law, and they would be at an unfair disadvantage in competing with 
the unregulated forwarders. 

To briefly explain this situation, section 402 (b) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act provides that: 

The provisions of this part shall not apply * where the property with 
respect to which service is performed consists of used household goods, i 
the person performing such service engages in service subject to this part with 


respect to not more than one of the a sificatio s of property above specified 


Under the quoted language, freight forwarders who confine their 
operations to used house hold goods are not subject to regulation under 


the Interstate Commerce Act. Those who, as in the case of members 
of the Freigh Forwarders Institute, handle other commodities, are 
subject to regulation. This means that some of the household goods 


forwarders are regulated and some are unregulated. 

The unregulated forwarders could and would continue to make 
contracts with the Government, irrespective of any change in section 
22. Obviously, those who were free to contract would have a com- 
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petitive advantage over those who were required to charge tariff rates 
because of their greater freedom of action in changing and adjusting 
their charges 

Finally, it does not seem to us a logical or sound approach to exempt 
specified commodities from the provisions of section 22 of the act. If 
household goods are exempted at this time it may be urged at a later 
date that some other commodity should be exempted. This could lead 
to great confusion and complication. 

For the reasons stated, the freight forwarding industry is strongly 
opposed to S. 904 

I have one additional brief statement I would like to make, Mr. 
Chairman 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Morrow. Mr. James F. Rowan, speaking for the Movers Con- 
ference of America, the principal advocate of the bill, when he testified 
before this committee on April 26, suggested an amendment which 
would restrict the effect of the legislation to motor common carriers 
of household coods. 

since we object to the bill because of its effect on freight forwarders 
Mr. Rowan’s suggested amendment would satisfy our basic opposition. 


We would still not endorse the principle of exempting specified com- 
modities from section 22, but we could not reasonably oppose some- 
thing that would not affect us 

We would ask that if this committee does report the bill that it be 
reported with the amendment suggested by Mr. Rowan. 

Senator ScHorpre.. Thank vou for vour views 

ir. Morrow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

Senator ScHorpreL. Gentlemen, that will conclude the hearings on 
S. 904 with the exceptions noted, namely, the requests that have been 
made to furnish supplementary statements 

That will be done, and the record will be held open for that purpose 
until Friday of next week. It is hoped that all those statements 
will be in 

If there are no further proceedings this morning, thank you for being 
patient and remaining over, because we have been going since a little 
after 9:30 this morning. 

Whereupon, at 12:34 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned and the 


record was to be kept open until Friday, May 7, 1954.) 











AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE ACT 


MONDAY, APRIL 26, 1954 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1 ON SurRFACE TRANSPORTATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, bi PY Os 


The subcommittee met at 11 a. m., pursuant to call, in Room 
G-—16 of the Capitol, Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Schoeppel and Purtell. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; E. R. Jelsma, 
professional staff member; and Edward Jarrett, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator ScHOEPPEL, The subcommittee will come to order. We 
have for consideration this morning S. 906. 

[ am submitting for the record a copy of 5S. 906. 

(S. 906 is as follows:) 


906, 83d Cong., Ist sess 


\ BILL, To establish the finality of contracts between the Government and common carriers of passengers 
nd freight subject to the Interstate Commerce Act 


Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
Lone ain Congress assembled, That section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
19 U.S. C., see. 22) is amended (1) by inserting after the section designation 
the letter ‘‘(a)’’, and (2) by adding at the end thereof the following: 


b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any rates, fares, and charges, 
and rules, regulations, and practice Ss with re spect to the transportation of persons 


or property for or on behalf of the United States by any common carrier or 


freight forwarder subject to part I, II, Ill, or IV of this Act, offered, negotiated, 
or established under the provisions he reof by quotation or contract wher accept 1 
or agreed to by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Agriculture, or th 
Administrator of the General Services Administration, or by any official or 
‘ plover of the United States to whom either of them may elegate such 
authorit . shall be conelusively presumed to be just, reasonable, id otherwise 
awful, and shall not be subject to attack, or reparation, after the date of such 


acceptance or agreement upon any grounds whatsoever except for actual fraud or 


Such rates, fare or charges, and rules, regulations, 





aeceit or Cl rical IISLAl ; 
or practices, may be canceled or terminated upon not less than ninety days’ written 
tice bv the United States or by any of the othe r parti s thereto. 

Anv such rates, fares, or charges, rules, regulations, or practices so made 
and accepted under the provisions hereof shall not be considered to have any 
bearing upon, or otherwise affect, the justness, reasonableness, or lawfulness of 
any rates, fares, or charges, or of any rules, regulations, or practices with respect 
to transportation services theretofore performed for, or on behalf of, the United 


States, nor shall the provisions of this section be construed as any indication 


that similar rates, fares, or charges or similar rules, regulations, or practices 
theretofore effective were or were not binding upon or enforceable against the 


United States.’’ 


Senator ScnorepreL. The purpose of this bill is to amend section 
22 of the Interstate Commerce Act so as to enable the United States 
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and the carriers to bargain as to rates on a firm and dependable basis. 
Our committee favorably reported this bill in the 82d Congress, 2d 
session, under bill No. S. 2355. Reference bas been made to that by 
some of the witnesses. 

Section 22 of the act at present provides 

that nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of 
property free or at reduced rates for the United States * * * 
Under this provision the railroads and other carriers from time to time 
have established many such reduced rates at the request of Govern- 
ment agencies, commonly referred to as ‘Section 22 quotations or 
agreements.’’ During World War II the railroads alone issued 740 
such quotations 

At one time arrangements of this sort were regarded as contracts 
binding on both the carriers and the Government, but in recent years 
the Government has taken the position that by utilizing the rates so 
established it was not barred from later undertaking to obtain still 
lower charges as a result of orders of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission entered after the filing and hearing of complaints by the 
Government. At present there are pending before the Commission a 
number of these complaints, commonly known as the Government 
reparation cases. 

The purpose of this bill is to prevent the Government, by complaint 
to the Commission, from assailing the rates established. Accordingly, 
it is proposed that after the quotation or contract has been accepted 
or agreed to by the Secretary of Defense or the Administretor of the 
General Services Administration, or by any official or employee of the 
United States to whom they may delegate such authority, the rates so 
established shall be conclusively presumed to be just, reasonable, and 
otherwise lawful and shall not be subject to attack, or reparation, 
after the date of such acceptance or agreement upon any grounds 
whatsoever except for actual fraud or deceit or clerical mistake. 

The bill would also prevent consideration of the reduced rates as 
evidence of unreasonableness of other rates. It also provides that its 
passage shall not affect transactions other than those carried out under 
its terms. 

Now, I understand that Commissioner Mahaffie is to be heard first 
on this matter. 

You may proceed, Commissioner Mahaffie. 

Mr. Manarriz. I have a short statement in regard to the bill which 
I would like to present. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. MAHAFFIE, COMMISSIONER, INTER- 
STATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Senator ScHoEPPEL. You may do so at this time. 

Mr. Manarriz. My name is Charles D. Mahaffie. I am a member 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission and of the Committee on 
Legislation and Rules. Iam here to comment on 8. 906, which deals 
with section 22. 

For several years the Commission has recommended in its annual 
report that section 22 be amended so as to enable the Government and 
the carriers to bargain as to rates on a firm and dependable basis. 
The purpose of S. 906 is to establish the finality of such contracts 
between the United States and common carriers. 








AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 45 


Section 22, as you know, at present provides in part— 
that nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of property 
free or at reduced rates for the United States, 
and so forth. 

Section 22, so far as it applies to Government traffic, has been in the 
act substantially as it now stands since 1887. A slight change was 
made in 1889, and other subjects have been edded to the section since 
that time. 

At the time the original act was passed, the Government was a com- 
paratively small shipper and small user of the passenger facilities of the 
carriers. In recent years, however, Government use of freight and 
passenger facilities has increased enormously. During World War II, 
the Government was by far the largest single shipper of freight and the 
largest user of passenger service in the United States. The same is 
probably wfc ae 

For many years the Government also had the benefit of land-grant 

rates, which dateaiae dly ee d the use of section 22. The section was 

utilized, however, by many carriers forming competitive routes in 
order to meet the rates cratabls to tae Government under the land- 
grant privileges. With the repeal of the land-grant statute in 1945, 
section 22 became the main vehicle through which special rates are 
obtained by the Government. 

At one time section 22 quotations were regarded as contracts bind- 
ing on both the carriers and the Government, but in recent years the 
Government has taken the position that by utilizing the rates so estab- 
lished it was not barred from later undertaking to obtain still lower 
charges as a result of orders of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
entered after the filing and hearing of complaints by the Government. 

At present there are still pending before the Commission some 17 
such complaints, commonly known as the Government reparation cases. 
In some ot these complaints, the Government contends that the cail- 
roads should have published reduced commercial rates, that is, avail- 
able to all shippers, which with the so-called land-grant deductions 
would bave produced lower charges than the section 22 quotations. 

The repeal of the lend-grant statute will tend to prevent the re- 
currence of situations such as those to which the Government repara- 
tion cases are, to a considerable extent, attributable. 

[t is understood, however, that this bill is intended as a further 
preventive measure, by giving the section 22 quotations the effect of 
binding bilateral contracts, so that the Government could not assail 
the rates so established by complaint to this Commission. 

Accordingly, it is proposed that after the quotation or contract has 
been accepted or agreed to by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Administrator of the General Services Administra- 
tion, or by any official or employee of the United States to whom they 
may delegate such authority, the rate so established shall be con- 
clusively presumed to be just, reasonable, and otherwise lawful and 
shall not be subject to attack or reparation after the date of such ac- 
ceptance or agreement upon any grounds whatsoever except for actual 
fraud or deceit, or clerical mistake. The bill would also prevent con- 
sideration of the reduced rates as evidence of the unreasonableness of 
other rates. 

The bill provides that its passage would have no effect on transac- 
tions other than those carried out under its terms. 

46565—54——_4 
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It has been suggested that the section 22 privilege be eliminated in 
connection with all transportation for the United States Government. 
Although we are in accord with the general theory that the Govern- 
ment should pay the full tariff rates on property transported by it, 
the same as any other shipper, we do not believe that complete 
elimination of the section 22 privilege as to Government transporta- 
tion would be equitable or in the interest of the national defense. 

In war or threatened war, there are required by the Government a 
creat many freight movements of commodities as to which there are 
no published rates or over routes and between points as to which 
frequently no reasonable rates apply 

Often it is wholly unlikely that any commercial demand for the 
use of such routes, or in some cases for transit, storage, or other 
services, exist or ever will exist. There is also the obvious necessity, 
in emergencies, for arrangements under which the secrecy of move- 
ments could be preserved. 

Although, as I stated earlier, we favor elimination of the section 22 
privilege as to household goods shipped by the Government, where 
the considerations here discussed are not involved, we believe it 
essential that the privilege of the Government to contract with the 
carriers under section 22 be continued. We are of the opinion, how- 
‘ver, that such contracts, in the absence of fraud or clear error, should 
«© binding on both parties, as 1s proposed by the bill. 

We recommend that 8S. 906 be adopted. 

That concludes my statement 

Senator ScuorpeeEL. Thank you, Commissioner Mahaffie. 

Senator Purtell, de you have any questions? 

Senator Purreuy. I have no questions. 

Senator ScHorpret. Thank vou, sir. 

The next witness is Mr. Matthias. 

| want to say at this juncture, by reason of the Senate convening 
sharply at 12 o’clock, it is thought advisable that those of us hearing 
this bill and the bills this morning should be on the Senate floor, so 
| will have some announcement to make shortly before the 12 0’clock 
time is here. We will, of course, continue the hearings on over to 
Thursday 

Now, Mr. Matthias, I note that you have a printed statement here. 
We will let the reeord show that the entire statement will become a 
part of the record, You may proceed In any way you desire: you 
may elaborate on it or put in such parts as you desire to put into the 
record 

Mr. Marraras. Very well. Thank vou, 

Senator Scuorepren. | am thinking in terms of the time clement, 
and I want to suit vour convenience. I have no desire to cut you off. 

Mr. Marraxras. I think I can get through. If not, I will be here 
tomorrow if you want me to come back. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN C. MATTHIAS, VICE PRESIDENT AND 
GENERAL COUNSEL, GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. 


Mr. Marruras. My name is Edwin C. Matthias. I reside in St 
Paul, Minn., and I am vice president and general counsel of the 
Great Northern Railway Co. I have occupied that position since 
October 1, 1945. Prior to that I represented my company at Seattle, 
Wash., for over 25 years. I am testifying in support of 5S. 906. 
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I am appearing here not only for my own company, the Great 
Northern, but, at the request of Mr. J. Carter Fort, vice president 
and general counsel of the Association of American Railroads, I am 
also appearing for that association. 

As your committee is advised, the Association of American Rail- 
roads is a voluntary nonprofit organization of railroads which operate 
more than 95 percent of the railroad mileage in the United States 
and realize more than 95 percent of the total operating revenues of 
the railroads in this country. 

During the time I have been vice president and general counsel of 
the Great Northern, I] have been active in the defense of the war 
materials reparation cases. I am a member of a committee of three 
general counsel representing the western lines in general charge of 
the defense of those cases. 

Being a lawyer rather than a rate or traffic expert, my experience has 
been confined almost exclusively to law and policy questions in connec- 
tion with such cases, and I will confine my testimony to such questions, 

Under the provisions of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
the railroads are permitted to transport property at free or reduced 
rates for the United States, State and local governments. Under 
these provisions of the act, the railroads cannot give reduced rates to 
other shippers unless the same reductions are given to all shippers 
similarly situated. 

The Interstate Commerce Act also provides that rates charged the 
public must be just and reasonable for the service performed, The 
reduced rates to the Government under section 22 may be very much 
less than what would be a reasonable charge for the service rendered, 
because such rates may be so reduced that the service is rendered 
entirely without charge. 

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act provides in part: 

Nothing in this chapter shall prevent the carriage, storage or handling of 
property free or at reduced rates for the United States * * * or the transportation 
of persons for the United States Government free or at reduced rates *. 

In other words, under section 22, rates charged the United States 
are left to private negotiation and contract between the Government 
and the railroads. 

During the Second World War several hundred section 22 rates 
were negotiated and vast quantities of Government material and 
supplies were carried by the railroads at those reduced rates. 

Every lawyer knows that it is a fundamental principle of contract 
law that an offer and an acceptance make a contract. The applica- 
tion of this principle of law would seem to be more than justified where 
the railroad has furnished service to the Government at a rate accepted 
by the Government and which is less than the rate charged to the pub- 
lic for the same or similar service. But many years after the material 
and supplies had been transported for the Government during World 
War II and the agreed charges paid, the Department of Justice, as 
then constituted, conceived the theory that the reasonableness of such 
charges to the Government could always be attacked; that even though 
the transportation had been furnished at rates reduced far below the 
level of Interstate Commerce Commission-regulated rates for the 
public and even though the Government had agreed to the rates, the 
Government could attack the rates in proceedings before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 
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I might ad lib there to say that before those attacks were made the 
railroads had, of course, paid back to the Government 85 percent of 
the revenues during the war in taxes, because most of the railroads 
were in excess profits during the war. 

Accordingly, some 22 cases were filed with the Commissioa in which 
the Government sought to recover reparations from the railroads, of 
which, as Commissioner Mahafhie says, 17 are still pending. 

Senator Scnorpren. And during those days, of course, the railroads 
were happy to have all that traffic, but those days have chaaged, I 
take it. 

Mr. Marruras. Decidedly. 

The amount involved is a staggering sum and, if required to be paid, 
could very easily destroy the transportation system of the country. 
The sum sought to be recovered in these cases has been estimated by 
the Department of Justice at between 2 and 3 billion dollars, exclusive 
of interest, which might very well amount to another billion. These 
cases are now pending before the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

I will say here that an examiner’s report was filed last summer in 
favor of the railroads holding the rates were reasonable; that the 
Government wasn’t overcharged. Exceptions have been filed by the 
Government to the examiner’s report. Within the last few days the 
Commission has fixed the cases for argument before the entire Com- 
mission on, I believe, it is the 6th of October, this fall. 

The next step will be a decision by the Commission itself, and then 
possibly appeal to the courts, so that it may be several years before 
the country will know definitely what effect these reparation suits will 
have upon the transportation industry. 

You see, since the time they were brought up, now about 8 or 9 
vears have elapsed, and it will be a good many years more before 
they are finally decided. 

Under the provisions of subparagraph (c) of S. 906, this bill would 
not affect in any way the rates in suit in the reparation cases or the 
determination of those cases. 

Subparagraph (c) reads as follows: 


c) Any such rates, fares, or charges, rules, regulations, or practices so made 


and accepted under the provisions hereof shall not be considered to have any 
bearing upon, or otherwise affect, the justness, reasonableness, or lawfulness of 
a'iv rates, fares, or charges, or of any rules, regulations, or practices with respect 
to transportation services theretofore performed for, or on behalf of, the United 
States, nor shall the provisions of this section be construed as any indication 


that similar rates, fares, or charges or similar rules, regulations, or practices there- 
tofore effective were or were not binding upon or enforceable against the United 
States. 

But if enacted into law, S. 906 would have a salutary effect for the 
future, in that it would prevent such a situatioa from arising again. 
S. 906 would make such rates, if and when agreed to by the proper 
Government officials, binding and conclusive upon the Government 
and not subject to attack or reparation “after the date of such accept- 
ance or agreement upon any grounds whatsoever except for actual 
fraud or deceit, or clerical mistake.” 

For the mutual protection of both the Government and the rail- 
roads, the bill further provides that the rates may be canceled on 90 
days’ written notice given either by the Government or by the rail- 
roads. 
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And I would like to ad lib there to say that in view of that 90-day 
provision in the law, I can not see how the Department of Justice or 
of Defense can have any substantial ground for objection to this bill 
because, as we know in business, no one can object very much if they 
are bound for 90 days, and the effect of it is to stop these suits. 

There are very convincing reasons why the Government should be 
bound by such contracts: 

In the first place the Government is not obligated to accept a section 
22 rate and obviously it will not do so unless it believes at the time 
that the reduced rate is fair and reasonable. If the Government and 
the railroads agree on a rate reduced below the level of rates paid by 
the public, and the agreement is reached without fraud or deceit and 
contains no clerical mistake, the Government cannot be prejudiced 
by being bound by its agreement for a period of 90 days. 

The railroads obtain their freight revenues from two sources 
(a) the Government, and (6) the public. 

In recent vears the business handled by the railroads for the Govern- 
ment has represented a very substantial part of the total business done 
by the railroads. The latter are making such a low rate of return on 
their invested capital that they are unable to attract new capital. 
They are making much less than other industries. Even during the 
war period the railroads earned less than 5 percent. See statement of 
J. H. Parmelee before the Subcommittee on Land Transportation of 
the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, intro- 
duced at hearines held in March, 1952, on S. 2518 and S. 2519. 

Exhibit No. 118, witness J. H. Parmelee, Ex Parte 175, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, introduced at hearings held January 1952, 
shows the net railway operating income for the vears 1941-45 is 4.99 
percent of net investment in railway property; see also Moody’s 
Manual of Investment, 1951, railroad securities volume, page (blue) 
Ald. 

With the constantly rising costs of labor and material, the rate of 
return for the vears 1946 to 1950, inclusive dropped to 3.51 percent. 

Senator PurtTe tL. May I ask a question of Mr. Matthias? 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. Yes, Senator Purtell. 

Mr. Marrutas. Certainly. 

Senator PurTELL. You mentioned that in recent years the business 
handled by the Government represented a very substantial part of 
the total business. Do you have any figures on that, or could you 
submit them later, or can you give us an estimate? 

Mr. Marruatas. It is impossible, Senator, to get those accurate 
figures without a very expensive accounting 

Senator Purtre uy. I realize that. 

Mr. Marruaras (continuing). Beyond reason. 

Senator PurTeLL. But when you say “substantial,” do you n ean 
by substantial 20 percent, 25 percent, 40 percent? 

Mr. Marrutas. It is believed it exceeds 25 percent. It is not as 
much as 50 percent now. 

Senator Purrett. Thank you. 

Mr. Marruias. For the years 1951 and 1952 the rate of return was 
3.69 percent and 4.11 percent, respectively. The financial plight of 
the railroads has been told time after time in general-rate-increase 
cases before the Interstate Commerce Commission. The only way 
the railroads could obtain the money to pay any large awards in the 
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Government reparation suits would be by increasing the rates to the 
public. Even if the money could be borrowed in the first instance, it 
would have to be paid back, and with interest. 

There is a strong probability that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission would not allow the railroads to increase their rates to the 
public either for the purpose of raising the money to pay the Govern- 
ment or for the purpose of repaying private lenders who loaned the 
money to the railroads for the purpose of paying the Government. 
If the railroads increased their rates to the public, they would lose 
their business to competitive transportation agencies. 

The economy of the railroad industry is closely related to the 
economy of the Nation. The purchase of railroad materials, supplies, 
and equipment, as well as the employment of labor, depends not alone 
upon current revenues, but also upon past revenues and revenues that 
can be forecast for the forseeable future. If there is to be uncertainty 
about revenues to be received by the railroads from the Government 
business, there may be corresponding uncertainty about the purchase 
of materials, supplies, and equipment and the employment of labor. 
Next to agriculture, the railroad business is the largest industry in 
the United States Reference is made to pages 174, 496, “Statistical 
Abstract of the United States,’ published by the United States 
Department of Commerce, 1951 edition. 

When the economy of such an industry is put out of balance, it 
necessarily must have a disastrous effect upon the entire country. 
It would not be in the public interest to have vast orders for railroad 
materials, supplies, and equipment canceled and thousands of railroad 
employees laid off because revenues anticipated from the Government 
had not materialized. This was the ground upon which a large 
number of shippers and the railroad brotherhoods intervened in the 
reparation Cases. 

Petitions in intevention were filed by the following railroad labor 
organizations: 


Brotherhood of Railroad Trai: 
( t Bro Oo if Locomo e | CET 
Ra | Associatio composed of 17 nonoperating railroad 


Such petitions were also filed by the following shipper organizations 
chambers of commerce: 


and 
Amer n Cok and Coal Chemicals Kansas- Missouri River Mills 
Institute, In Little Rock Chamber of Commerce ’ 
Board of Trade of the City of Chicago Mesilla Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Board of Trade of Kansas City Millers’ National Federation 
California Citrus League Minneapolis Traffic Association 
OF rnia Farm Bureau Federatior National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
California Packing Corp tives 
California State Chamber of Commerce, National Industrial Traffic League 
\gi lture and Industry National League of Wholesale Fresh 
Car League of California Fruit & Vegetable Distributors 
Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City National Wooden Box Association 
Duluth Chamber of Commeres New England Traffic League 
] Paso Chamber of Commerce and New Orleans Traffic and ‘Transporta- 
I’}} Paso Freight Bureau tion Bureau 
Galveston Chamber of Commerce North Carolina Cotton Manufacturers 
General Mills, Ine. Association, Inc. 
Hutchinson Board of Trade Association The Cotton Manufacturers Association 
Hutchinson Chamber of Commerce of South Carolina, and Traffic Depart- 
International Apple Association ment 
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Northwest Horticultural Council The Port, Association of Commerce, 
Northwest Shippers Advisory Board Industrial and Commercial Interests 
Phoenix Chamber of Commerce of Lake Charles, La. 
Portland Freight Traffie Association Topeka Chamber of Commerce and 
Railroad Security Owners Association, Topeks Traffic Association 

Inc. Transportation Association of America 
Railway Business Association Trunk Line Grain and Grain Products 
St. Louis Chamber of Commerce Traffic Council 
St. Paul Chamber of Commerce United States Brewers Foundatior 
Schlitz Brewing Company, Jos \W ashington State Ferm Bure au, Wash- 
Seattle Chamber of Commerce, Port. of ington-Idaho Wheat Growers League, 


Oregon State Farm Bureau Federa- 


Seattle, and » Seattle Traffic Asso 
eattle, and the Seattle Traffic A tion and Eastern Oregon Wheat 


ciation League 
Southeast Shippers Conference Western Pine Association. 
Spokane Merchants’ Association Wichita Chamber of Commerce 
Tacoma Chamber of Commerce Wine Institut 


At the hearings before the Interstate Commerce Commission in the 
reparation cases, dockets 29572, 29622, 29735, 29746, 29761, 29795. 
29805, 29822, 29853, 29861, 29875, 29917, 29918, 29920, 29926, 29930, 
30076, the national legislative representative of the Brotherhood of 
Railroad Trainmen testified “in strenuous opposition to the relief 
sought by the complainant,’’ because the claim would “undermine 
the financial structure of the carriers”? and “would inevitably lead to 
unnecessarily hazardous working conditions and serious loss of em- 
ployment” (record, 5183-5184). The witness for the Grand Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers testified as to the 
danger to national safety and to the employees that would result 
from the serious adverse effects of the reparation sought anc the 
possibility that “opportunity would arise for the Governmen: to 
assume ownership or management of such carriers.’’ He stated that: 
“So far as we are concerned, one experience with Government opera- 
tion of carriers was enough” (record, 5189-5197 

lt has not been long since we heard 4 eood deal of talk about 
Government ownership or operation of the railroads. We do not 
hear so much of it now, largely because the country has been going 
through an era of prosperity. But if adversity should come again, 
there is a great likelihood that those who believe the Government has 
some mystic power to cure all evils would renew the talk of the 
Government taking over the railroads. 

With a large part of the freight coming from the United States, or 
from those who do business with, or sell materials and supplies to, 
the United States, the construction of section 22, so as to make rate 
agreements made under that section, and resulting railroad revenues, 
indefinite and uncertain, could so affect the financial stability of the 
carriers as to impair railroad service and renew the demand _ for 
Government ownership or operation. This is particularly true if the 
right of the Government to maintain the pending reparation suits 
should be upheld and the railroads should remain subject to the 
prosecution of additional cases of that kind. 

I would like to ad lib. here to say that all of these complaints in 
the reparation suits were open-ended complaints and since the begin- 
ning of the Korean war we are subject, if the Department of Justice 
wants to start them, to the same kind of suits again involving the 
same questions, and we deem it undesirable both for the Government 
and for the railroads, and for the country, to be in that situation. 
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Re 
JL 


If reduced rates agreed to under section 22, as a result of negotiation 
between the parties, do not have the force of contracts, the Govern- 
ment is in a position, by the constant annoyance and threat of repara- 
tion suits, to force further reductions. The railroad industry does 
not have the income to enable it to subsidize the Government to this 
extent, and the public should not be required to pay higher rates so 
that the Government can get its transportation at lower cost. 

At the hearing on ex parte 175, the general rate increase case 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission, private shippers accused 
the railroads of depleting their revenues by making too low rates on 
Government traffic. See Report and Order, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, dated August 2, 1951, in ex parte 175, at page 50. 

It is a gross understatement for me to refer to the Government 
reparation suits as being an annovance. Regardless of the outcome 
of those cases, they have consumed the time and attention of hundreds 
of railroad officials and emplovees throughout the Nation over a long 
period of time. 

lt was necessary for the western lines to maintain offices and a corps 
r and law experts in Chicago for almost 6 years. 


of trafhie, account 
The eastern and southern lines also maintained li 


ke forces for a 
similar length of time in their respective territories. T 
] 


1e Interruption 


| 7 1 . » ? 

Lo res ilan railroad work, at a time when ¢ xperlen ed heip was difficult 

to obtain, was serious The out-of-pocket cost amounted to a laree 
; rm ° 111 1 1 1 . } 

sum of money. Chis money could have been much bette used in the 


public interest in the operation of the railroads, and the time and work 
of the railroad officials and employe es could have been of much greater 
val ‘ce to the public had it been devoted to their regular railroad duties. 

( tracts with the Government for the transportation of Govern- 
ment materials and supplies, as well as contracts with public utilities 
ior gas, water, and electricity, are unlike contracts entered into be- 
tween the Government and other industries. 

The dissimilarity between the two types of contracts les in the 
fact that the rates charged by transportation agencies and public 
utilities are already depressed by the regulatory machinery of the 
Federal and State Governments, while the prices charged by indus- 
tries, generally, are unregulated. This distinction has been recognized 
by Congress in granting a mandatory exemption in the Renegotiation 
Act of 1951. 

Section 106 of the Renegotiation Act of 1951 (title 50, U.S.C. A,, 
sec. 1211, 1216 (4)) provides in part: 

The provisions of this title shall not apply to: 

(4) any contract or subcontract with a common carrier for transportation, or 
with a publie utility for gas, electric energy, water, communications, or trans- 
portation, when made in either case at rates not in excess of published rates or 


charges filed with, fixed, approved, or regulated by a public regulatory body, 


State, Federal, or local, or at rates not in excess of unregulated rates of such public 
utility which are substantially as favorable to users and consumers as are regulated 


rates 


By this exemption in the Renegotiation Act, the Congress indicated 
its intention that when rates on transportation are less than ‘‘published 
rates or charges filed with, fixed, approved or regulated’ by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, they shall be binding on the 
Government. 
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Section 22 rates are always lower than such rates. Therefore, 
S. 906 is entirely consistent with the action of the Congress in the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951. 

Senator Purrett. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Marruias. Yes, sir. 

Senator ScuorpPe. Certainly. 

Senator Purre.ty. Do you think in the future, though, that if you 
were subject to renegotiation it would obviate the problem you are 
presently faced with? 

Mr. Marruias. No; I do not. 

Senator Purre.y. Well, it would certainly permit the Government 
to recover what might be considered, in the light of experience, exces- 
sive profits; would it not? 

Mr. Marruaras. But, Senator, that is the purpose of the 90-dav 
provision in this bill. 

Senator Purreiy. Yes; I know. 

Mr. Marrutas. We feel that if the Government finds after a rate 
is in 90 days that it is excessive, it will cancel the rate and in the 
90-day period not much has happened; that is, there isn’t much in 
the way of damages that has occurred. 

On the other hand, if the railroad feels that the rate is under- 
charged, it will cancel the rate. 

Senator Purtrei.. Except it would be difficult, would it not, in a 
period of 90 days to determine all the information necessary to deter- 
mine whether or not it was a reasonable rate? 

Mr. Marrntas. Well, they pretty well know it by the end of 90 
day S. 

I don’t think, Senator, it is in the public interest to have the reve- 
nues of the railroads so uncertain; when the Government has become 
the predominating shipper over the railroads you have a constant 
black cloud hanging over your second major industry threatening 
the economy of your country and perhaps constantly threatening the 
social structure. 

We have the experience behind us of these cases, and already a 
report of an examiner of the Interstate Commerce Commission that 
they were not overcharged; so you can see very readily that these 
rates are before the public; they are seen; they are examined; the 
Government has experts the same as the railroads before these section 
22 rates are ever made. So I think by the 90-day provision the 
Government is adequately protected. 

Senator Purtrett. Would renegotiation be an answer, perhaps, to 
some of your problems? 

Mr. Marrutas. I don’t think anything would be an answer which 
permits the going back. I think to stop and start over again, as this 
bill provides, can be done every 90 days 

Senator Purte i. I don’t mean the answer to your past problems, 
but the answer to the creation of like problems in the future. 

Mr. Marruias. No; i don’t think that any law which permits them 
to go back—I think this present law adequately takes care of the 
situation by providing a 90-day period, and I don’t think you can do 
it any other way. 

I may say that after this bill was introduced, over the period of 
4 years since it has first been pending, it has been studied and restudied 
by traffic and rate experts and lawyers and we have come to the con- 
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clusion very definitely that it cannot be done any other way than the 
language of this bill, and that, I might say, is one reason I would have 
to object to combining it with 8. 904. If in the combination it lost 
any of its present language or present provisions I think it would be 
wholly inadequate, because we find no language or no way to handle 
the situation other than as this bill is now drawn 
Senator Purrety. Thank you 


Senator ScnoeppeLt. You may proceed, sir. 


Mr \I PTHIAS. This same bill has heen before this committee on 
LWo previous occasions In ts annual report, dated November i 
1950, the Interstate Commerce Commission had this to say with 
respect to a similar bill: 

We r Ss 29 he Interstate C« Act be amended 

p | } | j + i +t} earr to 4 is to rates oO 1 
i ~ ) d d we 
' O67 2355 
 ¢ ] ( rad 
22 | ( \ 

This same recommendation was mad Dd the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in its report on November 1, 1951, at page 151; see also 
letters dated August 2 1950, and January 16, 1952, from Hon 
Walte \I. Splawn, chau Leyislative Committee, Interstate 

" Commer (Commission, to Hon. Edwin C. Johnson, chairman, 
Committ on nterstate and Foreign Commerce, United States 
Q ny 
| I should like to call attention to the fact that the 
) | hS OQOG6 } 2 pl ib We s lyic i oO CA cellation by the 
Un States by the railroads upon 90 days’ not 

Thus, if a rate should be agreed upon which should later prove to 
be unsatisfactory to either partv to the agreement. that rate would 
not remain in effect for an extended period because it could be ter- 
inated on short novice. The Hill would, heve rth less, prot ei both 
he Government and the railroads against CXPETISIV¢ and protracted 
litigation that might otherwise be instituted manv vears after the 


traffic has moved and many vears after the revenues therefrom have 


hee n collects dl and expel ci d 


| 
Iw vuld like to add only one other su Festion here. 


some question Was rais d, I believe, by the chairman about the 
possibility of eliminating section 22 rates entirely, and I think there 

what is known as the Hinshaw bill pending, I believe in the Senate 
I believe that is in the House, though, come to think of it. 

senator SCHOEPPE! It is m the House 

Mr. Marrutas. That would bring that about. I am not prepared 
to testify on that subject, but I will say that the railroads, of the West, 
at least, that I represent, do not go along with that view. We do not 
think section 22 should be repealed entirely. We think it should be 
open to the Government to have reduced rates under certain circum- 
stances, and we would like, of course, in due course, if that bill is 


coming up, to be heard on that question. I am not prepared to 
discuss it today. 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. If, as and when that reaches this side of the 
Capitol dome and is referred to this committee I will assure you that 
you will have notice of the hearing. 
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Mr. Marvraras. 1 think—Mr. Fort ealls my attention to the fact, 
and I meant to make it clear in connection with the renegotiation 
question that section 22 rates are always lower than the published 
rates. 

Senator Purre uy. I realize that. 

Mr. Marruias. Yes. 

Senator Scuorprper. Well, if there is nothing further, we thank you 
sir, for your testimony and your contribution to this matter. 

The next witness that we have here on our list is Mr. Fort. I take 
it, Mr. Matthias, vou covered what Mr. Fort desired to have covered 
in here? 

Mr. Forr. That is correct, Mr. Chairman; ves, sir. 

Senator Scnorppen. Thank you, sir. 

Chester C. Thompson of the American Waterways Operators, Inc. 

We may have to clip vou a little, sir, but you will understand that 
when the majority leader of the Senate sends word up to he there, to a 
I'¢ asonable (| oree We follow. 

Mir. THompson. | understand. 


Senator ScHorpreeL. You may proceed, 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER C. THOMPSON, PRESIDENT, THE 
AMERICAN WATERWAYS OPERATORS, INC, 


Mr. THompson. My name is Chester C. Thompson. I am presi- 
dent of The American Waterways Operators, Inc., a voluntary non- 
profit national association of domestic water carriers operating on he 
inland rivers, intracoastal canals and waterways, the bays, sounds 
and in the harbors of the United States. 

The association maintains its principal office at 1319 F Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., with regional offices in New Orleans, La., and in 
New York City. 


Upon instruction of the board of directors of the association | repre- 


sent, | testified in support of a similar bill, 5. 2355, 82d Congress, at a 
hearing conducted on March 4, 1952, by what might be called the 
predecessor to this subcommittee, the Subcommittee on Domestic 
Land and Water Transportation. 

Domestic water carriers and operators, as represented by American 
Waterways Operators, favor the enactment of 5. 906, which would 
establish the finality of contracts between the Government and com- 
mon carriers covering the transportation of passengers and freight, 
negotiated under section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended. 

It must be assumed that all agreements made and rates quoted under 
the provisions of section 22 of the act were consummated in good faith 
and after appropriate negotiations by the parties concerned. 

In other words, a carrier who made a section 22 quotation or rate is 
entitled to know that he will receive this rate for the services performed 
for the Government; he should not at some distant date be called upon 
LO justify the rate acreed upon and on which he provided the services 
contemplated. 

Section 22 rates are not tentative or prospective but bona fide rates 
quoted the Government for generally unusual and frequently non- 
recurring transportation services. 
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The Congress in enacting the Renegotiation Act of 1951 specifically 
exempted common carriers. Legislation to renew and continue the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951 passed the House of Representatives during 
the present session of Congress and recently was favorably reported 
by the Senate Committee on Finance. This legislation, H. R. 6287 
continues the exemption of common carriers from the Renegotiation 
Act. There is no sound or justifiable reason why some common car- 
riers, because they made agreements with or quoted rates to the 
Government, should be obliged to submit to renegotiation on transac- 
tions that have been completed for months or even years. 

For the reasons mentioned herein, and others, it 1s urged that the 
committee favorably report 5. 906 to the Senate 

Senator Scnoreppe.. Thank you, Mr. Thompson. 

Senator Purtell, do you have any questions? 

Senator PurTeuL. | have no questions. 

Senator ScHorPren. That is all, and thank you for your statement, 
sir 

Now I want to make this further announcement with reference to 
this hearing with reference to this series of bills. 

5. 3059 will be before this subcommittee Thursday next. Now, 
the first witness that we have here, adhering to the rule which we 
like to follow, we will hear the governmental agency witnesses and 
then go on down through the listing of those who have expressed a 
desire to be heard. I notice that we have about nine that have 
suggested their right to appear and be heard. 

\ow, if we run into or over the noon hour with the session we will 
probably be in a little difficulty, and we could go on over, if we fail 
to conclude Thursday’s hearing, to May 3. 

| am merely offering this as a suggestion. It may prove a hardship 
for some of you. The chairman of this subcommittee gets down a 
little early, and we could start at 9:30. I am not going to hold you 
to that unless you so desire, but I do want to conclude, if it is possible 
to conclude this series Thursday, and if not we will go on over to 
May 8. I thought in fairness I should make that announcement. 

Unfortunately—today I had hoped we could move on—a little 
later—but since the Senate is in session, I do not feel that we should 
continue later. 

If there is no objection, and no further matters now instantly 
before us, at 12 o’clock we will recess until Thursday at 10 o’clock 
sharply 

Colonel Monroe, could you arrange your schedule to be here at 
9:30? . 

Colonel Monroe. Yes, sir. 

Senator ScHoepPe.. All right. We will recess, then, until 9:30 
Thursday next. And thank you, sir. 


) 


(Whereupon, at 11:58 a. m., a recess was taken to 9:30 a. m. 
Thursday, April 29, 1954.) 


’ 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 29, 1954 


Unrirep SraTes SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEER No. 1 ON SuRFACE TRANSPORTATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 11:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in Room 
G-16 of the Capitol, Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senator Schoeppel. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; E. R. Jelsma, pro- 
fessional staff member; and Edward Jarrett, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator Scuorppet. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We will continue hearings this morning on S. 906. 

First I will submit for the record a letter under date of April 23, 
1954, from the office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense signed by 
Richard Buddeke, whose signature is as bad as mine, and I hope I 
have spelled and pronounced it correctly. 

| offer for the record at this time a statement by the National 
Industrial Traffic League signed by Mr. William H. Ott, Jr., chairman 
of the legislative committee of that organization. 

This letter is accompanied by a statement on behalf of that organi- 
zation by Mr. Ott. 

[t will be made a part of the record at this time. 

(Letter of transmittal and statement of William H. Ott, Jr., also 
letter from Association of American Ship Owners, signed by George 
W. Morgan, president, are as follows:) 

THe NatTionaL INpustrRIAL TRAFFIC LEAGUE, 
Washington 5, D. C., April 29, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foretgn Commerce Committee, 
Washington, mC 

Dear Mr. Bricker: I am attaching hereto for the consideration of your 
committee a short statement with respect to 8. 906, hearings on which are being 
held today. 

We hope that the position of the league as indicated therein will receive the 
serious consideration of your committee. 

Respectfully, 
Wm. H. Ort, Jr., 


Chairman, Le gislative Committee 
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; | COMMITTEI ON INTERSTATI AND FOREIGN 
ComMMERCE /oN; BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL TRAFFIC LEAGUE ON 








~ “hh 
\lv name is William H. Ott. Jr.. mv residence is Des Plaines. TI I am chair- 
man of the legislative committee of the National Industrial Traffic League and 
present this statement on S. 906 on behalf of that organization 
Che National Industrial Traffic League is a national organization of those 
lirect and individually engaged in the shipment and receipt of commodities; 
bership includes chambers of ecommerce, boards of trade, and similar 
col ercial or zations whose direct membership likewise have a substantial 
and continuing interest in traffic and transportation matter The league’s 
embership is arts of the United States and represents practi- 
callv eve ( nd commercial activity The members make use 
of all the fferent wencies | er, air, highway, pipeline, 
parcel post, ex] rwarder ie is a “promoter of sound 





economical transportation”’ and is interested in the development and maintenance 


Ol an adequate, emcen and economical national transportation system under 
enanee of capable 


pr at owners! ip and operatio1 t . terested in the main 
and self sufficient transportation agencies, and in the full and free flow of the 
commerce of the Nation 


Ss. 906 is a bill ‘‘to establish the finalitv of contracts between the Government 


common carriers of passengers and freight sub 


an 0 ject to the Interstate Commerce 
\ct Section 22 at present provides in part ‘“‘that nothing in this part shall 
prevent carriage, storage or handling of property free or at reduced rates for the 
United States.’’ Under this provision carriers, at the request of the various 
Government agencies or on their own initiative, make quotations of charges for 
the handling of particular traffic. Originally such quotations, when accepted and 
acted upon, were considered to be contracts definitely establishing the transporta- 
tion charges to be paid More recently, however, the Government, after the 


acceptance and use of such quotations, has attempted in proceedings before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to secure a determination that such charges 
were unlawfully high and that reparation should be paid. The most important 
of such eases are still pending before the Commission TI bill will give such 

| binding contracts, not subject to later complaint before 
the Commission, and with that objective the league is in full accord 








quotations the effect of 


\t various meetings of the league’s membership, most lately in New Orleans in 
ver 1953, the league has considered the general subject of rates under 
section 22, and taken a position favoring repeal or modification of that section so 
as to impose upon traffic moving for Government agencies the same rates as would 
apply upon similar traffic moving in the usual channels of commerce. Legislation 
ly accomplish that objective is now pending before Congress, H. R. 
8029, but unless and until such legislation is enacted, the league believes that S. 906 
is a step in the right direction and urges its favorable consideration. 





ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN SHIP OwNERsS, 


New York 4, N. Y., April 26, 1954. 


() n. ( mittee on Interstate and Fo m Commerce 
United States Senat i ngton, D. ¢ 
My Dear Senator: The purpose of this letter is to express this association’s 
approval of S. 906, introduced by Senator Johnson I would appreciate it if you 
would have this letter of approval included in the record of the hearings. 


Che interests of steamship companies in the matter of reduced transportation 
rates for the United States is not so great as that of the railroads, because far fewer 
ich rates have been issued to governmental departments Some such rates, 
allv, have been issued, however, to 
t} Army, the Navy, and the Veterans’ Administration between points on the 
Atlantic and Gulf Coasts 


It has been the experience of some carriers that after havi: 


lower than those available to the publie geners 





g accorded to the 


Government rates more favorable than those available to the general public, the 


Government has brought suit for reparations, contending that in effect even the 
reduced rates were unfairly hig! 
\s a matter of principle, it seems to me that where the Government purchases 


services from a regulated ind 


istry such as transportation, it should do so upon 
the same terms and conditions as are available to the general public. 
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Regulated rates of domestic common carriers are required to be “just and 


reasonable” and not unjustly discriminatory. It seems to me that what is just 
and reasonable for the general public is also just and reasonable for the Govern- 
ment. And I also think that where the Government is accorded rates that are 


lower than the just and reasonable ones available to the public, an unjust dis- 
crimination results in favor of the Government and against private shippers who 
are unable to obtain the same favorable treatment. 

These considerations lead me to the conviction that section 22 should be 


amended so as to place the Government on the same basis as every other user of 
transportation services. This bill does not, of course, go that far. But the same 
considerations also lead to the conclusion that the bill is a constructive step in 
the right direction. Certainly where rates lower than just and reasonable have 


been issued on Government shipments, those rates should be firm and not subje ct 
to further reduction through reparations proceedings, except perhaps upon the 
grounds specified in this bill. 
Very truly yours, 
: GEORGE W. Morcan, President 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washinate n $6. D: C.. A} 6, 195 
Hon. Joon W. Brickk&r, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreiqa Commerce, 
United States Senate, Wasi ington, ap ee 
Dear Mr. CuatrRMAn: This letter is in reply to your request dated February 
14, 1958, for the views of this Department with respect to 8. 906, a bill to estab- 
lish the finalitv of contracts between the Government and common earriers of 
passengers and freight subject to the Interstate Commerce Act 
Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act permits Government transportation 
free or at reduced rates or fares When used on a continuing basis, these ar- 
rangements become analogous to contract carrier transactions, which are not 


subject either to maximum-rate or antidiscrimination control, under the present 
law. S. 906 would limit the section 22 principle, which is permissive in nature, 
by providing that where an accepted transportation quotation or contract con- 
cerning rates, fares, and/or services has been made between a carrier or forwarder 
and the Secretary of Defense, Secretary of Agriculture, or General Services 


Administration (which rates or provisions may be canceled upon not less than 
90 days’ notice by either side) such rates, fares, or provisions thereof shall be 
final as against further administrative review 

The practical situation ont of which the proposal arises is the burdensome 
large-scale litigation of Federal Government reparations claims against the rail 
roads following World War [I and the desirability of preventing recurrence of 
such developments in the future ( | 
administration indicate that in some instances, as where despite the complicated 


yn the other hand, considerations of practica 


nature of rate or fare adjustments quick decisions must be made by Government 
agents under pressure in emergencies or in the field, the interest of the Govern- 
ment requires reservation of the right of administrative review before ICC now 
enjoved by commercial shippers. 

S. 906 if enacted would not in terms preclude application of Interstate Com- 
merce Act procedures and principles to Government transportation gene rally 
In practice, the new section would operate mainly with respect to sustained move 
ments. Thus the specified finality would apply only in an area where the Govert 
ment might obtain rate or service advantage comparable with contract-carrier 
arrangements of commercial shippers, not now subject to fuil-scope rate controls 
\ll other Government freight transactions (including applications for rate and fare 
adjustments under the regular tariff procedures) would still operate subject to 
standard administrative controls of the act; in both types of situations the 
procedural rights of the Government would be substantially similar to the treat- 
ment of commercial users similarly situated 

For these reasons, the Department of Commerce supports the objective of S. 906 
and favors enactment in its present form 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that while there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report, they would recommend against 
enactment of S. 906 for the reasons set forth in the reports of the Secretary of 
Defense, the Attorney General, and the General Services Administration. 

If we can be of further assistance in this matter, please call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce 
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APRIL 26, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart- 
ment of Justice concerning the bill (S. 906) to establish the finality of contracts 
between the Government and common carriers of passengers and freight subject 
to the Interstate Commerce Act 

The bill would amend section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 
22) so as to provide that any rates, fares, and charges, and rules, regulations and 
practices with respect to the transportation of persons or property for or on 
behalf of the United States by common carrier or freight forwarder subject to the 
Interstate Commerce Act, offered or established under section 22 of the act, 
when accepted or agreed to by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, or the Administrator of the General Services Administration, or their 
delegates, shall be conclusively presumed to be just and reasonable and otherwise 
lawful, and shall not be subject to attack, or reparation, after acceptance or 
agreement, upon any grounds whatsoever except for actual fraud, deceit, or 
clerical mistake Kither party may t 





terminate such rates, fares, or charges, and 
rules, regulations or practices upon written notice of not less than 90 days. 

The bill would also provide that no such quotation or agreement between the 
Government and the carriers should be considered as bearing upon or affecting 
e lawfulness of past rates, charges, rules, regulations, or practices, and that the 
provisions of the bill shall not be construed as any indication that similar quota- 
tions in the past were or were not binding upon or enforceable against the United 
ates 
The bill would change the present law and procedure applicable to carrier- 
Government shipper relations \t present, generally, the only contracts for 
transportation between the Government and the carriers are the bills of lading 
Just as between private shippers and the carriers, such contracts are not contracts 
t are merely contracts to pay the applicable and lawful 
rat Thus, if the applicable rate is unlawful because unreasonable, unjust, 
disc,iminatory, prejudicial, or for other reasons, the contract is construed as one 
to pay the lawful rate as determined by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
The only difference ratewise, between the Government’s and the private shipper’s 
ontract is in the rates available and applicable. The Government, in addition 
‘le by published tariff, has available so-called section 22 
quotations, which purport to give the Government-reduced rates not available 
to the general public 


to pay a specific rate bu 





I 
I 
i 
l 











to the rates applic: 


The section 22 quotations are merely unilateral offers of the carriers, and have 
always been recognized as such by the carrier. Such quotations were received 
by the Government during World War II, and Government officials in acknowledg- 
Ing receipt of certain of the quotations specifically noted that they were not 
satisfied with the q iotation and in some cases reserved the right to test the 
reasonableness of the rates or practices set forth in the quotation by appropriate 


proces j c 
sy providing for the acceptance of the sec 





ion 22 quotations, in which event 
ere would arise against the Government the conclusive presumption of the 
reasonableness of the rate, the bill would place the Government in a much less 


+} 


favorable position than private shippers. The result would be to change the usual 
rule that the Government is not bound by the acts of its officers or agents in 
entering into an arrangement or agreement to do or cause to be done what the 
law does not sanction or pe rmit Utah Power Xv fr, ght Cs. V¥. United States. 
234 U.S. 389). Section 1 (5) of the Interstate Commerce Act declares unlawful 
any charge by common earriers which is not just and reasonable. The provisions 


of section 1 (5) apply to charges assessed under purported section 22 quotations. 
United States v. Director General, 118 I. C. C. 677, at 679: Police Jury of Caddo 
v. St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co., 78 I. C. C. 235.5 The determination of the 
reasonableness of rates charged on past shipments is a quasi-judicial function 
and the question of future rates is a quasi-legislative function vested in the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, an independent regulatory agency. In place of a 
determination by this nonpartisan independent tribunal whose actions are subject 
to judicial review, the bill would institute a determination by a member or mem- 
bers of the executive branch of the Government and preclude review thereof. 
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In view of the foregoing considerations, the Department of Justice is unable 
to recommend the enactment of the bill 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report 
sincerely, 


WitiraAm P. RoaceErs, 
Deputy Attorney General 


ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, D,. ¢ May 19. 1958 
Hon. CHARLES W. Tosry 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Fo evgn Commerce 
l nited States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CuHarrRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 
14. 1958. acknowledged by telephone on February 17, 1953 requesting any 
comments that may be considered desirable concerning 8S. 906, entitled ‘A bill 
to establish the finality of contracts between the Government and common 
carriers of passengers and freight subject to the Interstate Commerce Act.’ 

This bill is in most material respects similar to bills introduced in the 2d session 
of the S8lst Congress, S. 4067, and in the 2d session of the 82d Congress, S. 2355. 
In its reports tothe Congress on the said bills, this Office recommended that they 
be not favorably considered and it continues to be the view here that amendment 
of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act in the proposed manner should not 
be effectuated. 

The purpose of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act was to settle beyond 
doubt that preferential treatment of certain classes of 





ippers and travelers 





ine] iding those representing the United States is to be pe rmitted. Nashville, 
( «& St. L. Ry. v. State of T nnessee, 262 U. S. 318 This section must be 
read in connection with other sections of the act. Handling of FT iibits for LLpo- 
sitions and Fairs, (235 1. C. C. 6038, 604 The variovs ot»ver obligations of the 


carriers with respect to the charges they may exact for their services are not 

| or imp.ied contractual relationship created 
through employment of a section 22 quotation and the act does not deny to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission authority to prescribe reasonable 
and rates on traffic covered by section 22 quotations On the cont 


canceled by reason of a contractua 


ratings 
rarv, the 
“act prohibits every excessive charge, whether exacted directly or obtained 
by indirection, and its provisions are designed to prevent evasion of the rule that 


every charge for transportation shail be just and reasonable’’ (Lewis-Simas-J ones 
Co. v. Southern Pacifi Company (283 U.S. 654. 660 If enacted the proposed 


amendment would deprive the United States of the benefit of the procedure, 
available to all other shippers, for testing the reasonableness of rates and charges 
collected by Carriers pursuant to section 22 quotations 

\ legal rate under the Interstate Commerce Act is not necessarily a lawful 
rate. To be lawful arate must not be in conflict with the requirement for reason- 
ableness, for while a published and filed tariff which contains the legal rates in the 
sense that thev are filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission and required 
to be observed by carriers in collecting charges from shippers, as enjoined by 
section 6 (7) of the act, has the force and effect of a statute—-Lowden v. Simonds- 
Shields-Lonsdale Grain Co. (306 1 S. 516, 520); Boone v. United States (109 F 
2d. 560, 562 it must, in event of a contest, reflect adherence to the limitations 
and principles enunciated in the act and enforced by the Commission. No pre- 
sumption arises as to law fulness from the mere fact of filing tariffs with the (om- 
mission, for “Charges to be lawful are reauired to be reasonable and just and no 
omission to express disapproval, nor any failure to challenge them anywhere can 
make rates lawful, which are unreasonable and unjust” (4 1. C. C. 104, 115; order 
held invalid on other grounds, Jnterstate Commerce Commission v. Atchison, T. & 
S. F. R. Co. (50 Fed. 295; appeal dismissed, 149 U. 8. 264); J. T. Rather & Co. v. 
Nashville, C. & St. L. Ry. Co. (174 8S. W. 1113 

Concerning common carriers by railroad subject to the act, lawfulness implie 
among other things, that rates and charges are just and reasonable (49 U. 8. C 
1 (5)), and it is the earriers’ responsibility to initiate just and reasonable rates 
In this connection, it is interesting to note that the recent case of Reconstruction 
Finance Corp. \ Ak on, c. = v. Ry C’o. I87 I es. es 353, 383 ; dismi sing the 
Government’s complaint seeking reparation on past shipments of aluminum in- 
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gots, the dissenting opinion by Chairman Alldredge cf the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, in which Commissioners Mahaffie and Arpaia concurred, contained 
the statement that: 

“The aluminum industry, as is commonly known, is a metal industry which 
received tremendous acceleration during the war. It is, however, one of our newer 
industries. Its products had not, at the beginning of World War II, and probably 


have not now, found their settled places in our economy Rates on aluminum raw 
materials and aluminum products had likewise not been fitted into our general 
freight-rate system with any degree of permanency when the war started. Many 


of the movements which took place immediately before and during the war were, to 
be sure, unexpected; some of them were sporadic Such things, however, do not 
defeat the right of the Government as a shipper, or of anv other shipper, to just 
and reasonable charges on its shipments. The responsibilitv rests upon the car- 
riers under the law to initiate just and reasonable rates on the traffic which they 
id to keep them within the bounds of justness and reasonableness at 





What is true of aluminum and aluminum products, as to the fact that the 
freight rates on such materials had not been fitted into the general freight-rate 
system with any degree of permanency when the war started, is also probably 
true of many materials and articles which were newly developed and transported 
for the first time during the war and thereafter. 

The courts have long declined to assume jurisdiction over matters involving 
the reasonableness of rates, regulations, practices, etc., pointing cut that the law 
confides that duty to a body of experts like the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
(Teras & P. Ry. Co. v. Abilene Cotton Oil Co. (204 U.S. 426): Southern Ry. Co. Vv. 
Tift (206 U. 8S. 428); Mitchell Coal & Coke Co. v. Pennsylvania R. Co. (230 U. 8. 
247, 258): Florida v. United States (292 U.S. 1, 12): and General American Tank 
Car Corp. v. El Dorado Term. Co. (308 U. 8. 422).) In the last cited case it was 
held that determination of the rights of a tank car company and a private shipper 
under a contract covering the lease of tank cars should have been held in abeyance 
ision of an appropriate proceeding before the Interstate Commerce 





pe nding cone 





Commission regarding the validity of the practice involved. In Union Pacific R. 
Co. v. United States (121 C. Cls. 463, 465), it was stated 
Che defendant adds that it desires ‘to present and develop in a manner not done 


at the former trial the basic principles which underlie the whole matter of classifica- 
tion and rate making.’ We have neither the facilities nor the experience to go into 
the complicated field of ratemaking Besides, that is a function placed by 
Congress in the hands of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

We have no means of finding whether a rate established by the Commission 
is too high or too low. In fact, we are not authorized to pass cn that question. 
We have no ratemaking functions. 

If the rate is toc high the defendant may make a showing of that fact to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and may ask for a different classification.” 

And in Board of Trade v. United States (314 U.S. 534, 546), it was stated 


“The process of rate making is essentially empiric. The stuff of the process is 
fluid and changing—the resultant of factors that must be valued as well as weighed. 
Congress has therefore delegated the enforcement of transportation policy to a 


permanent expert body and has charged it with the duty of being responsive to 


the dynamic character of transportation problems. . 

Pee als ») Ra oad Commission Vv. Oil Co. (310 I a. 573, 581-582). In the same 
vein it was stated in the case of New York v. United States (331 U.S. 284, 335 

= s These problems of transportation economics are complicated and 
involved For example, the determination of transportation costs and their 
allocation among various types of traffic is not a mere mathematical exercise. 


Like other problems in cost accounting, it involves the exercise of judgment born 


of intimate knowledge of the particular activity and the making of adjustments 
and qualifica * *& *?? 

It is difficult to understand how shipping and procuring officers of the Govern- 
ment, not having available to them the detailed facts available to the regulatory 
bodies or adduced at open hearings held by them, and not enjoying ordinarily 


the broad perspective w ich those bodies acquire through their comprehensive 


tions too subtle for the uninitiated 






and continuing study of transportation facilities and economics, can be expected 
adequately to balance and apply the factors inherent in rate-making or rate- 
adjustment problems and give due consideration to the provisions of the act 


relative to the establishment of just and reasonable rates under section 15a (2) 
of the act It seems probable that carriers and Government shippers, in negotiat- 


ing arrangements for rates and charges, will not, because of the complexities 
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involved, be able to give due consideration and effect to all the standards applied 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission in proceedings involving the reason- 
ableness of rates, and a conflict in the administration of transportation policy 
would seem to encouraged by making section 22 arrangements conclusive upon 
the parties in the manner specified in this bill. 

If the law contemplates that there must be uniformity in the establishment of 
reasonable rates, so that the decisions of the Commission, whicb in effect voices 
the attitudes and policies of Congress, will continue to be guideposts by which 
shippers and carriers may mark out the course of their relationship, it is not 
believed that the Commission’s exclusive responsibility in this regard should be 
impinged upon to allow other Government agencies to make conclusive det ermi- 
nations as to the reasonableness of section 22 rates and charges. In the event 
this bill becomes law any extensive utilization of section 22 quotations, would 
tend to distort rate relationships over wide territories and undermine the vital 
role the Commission plays in seeking to maintain reasonable rates and charges 
for the benefit of shippers, including the Government, and carriers alike. In this 
connection a report prepared for the Bureau of the Budget, by a special committee 
consisting of W. B. Hammer, Charles E. Bell, and Emory B. Ussery, printed in 
part in the Congressional Record for February 1, 1946 (92 Congressional Record, 
pt. ;. pp. 697—699 7 indicates that there was not, at the time of proc ring section 
22 quotations during World War II, any organization in the War Department 
adequately equipped, staffed, and fully empowered to negotiate, with the Carriers, 
necessary revisions of transportation rates, ratings, charges, rules, and regulations, 

It does not appear unusual for shippers of freight to applv to responsible railroad 
officers and their committees for revisions of tariff rates. The provisions of section 
5 (a) of the act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 472, 49 U.S. C.5 (b authorize common 
carriers and freight forwarders subject to the act to apply to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission for approval of any agreement among such carriers r 
rates, fares, classifications, etc. Such ag 


itive to 
reements refiect strong consolidations of 





rate-making functions of individual carrier organizations and a specialization in 
the control and development of rates and charges of the participating carriers 
One type of such an agreement is dis ussed in Western Traffie Ass) Acreement 


(276 I. C. C. 1838 But whether rate proposals are initiated by shippers or 
carriers, they are still subject to review and to supervision, on complaint or on 
the Interstate Commerce Commission’s own initiative. See p. 215 of the above 
cast 


The private shipper is not deprived of his right to contest the reasonableness or 
lawfulness otherwise of rates charged and collected, pursuant to tariff, in conform 
ity with requests of the shipper after study and approval by carrier repre- 
sentatives and he may seek an award of reparation representing the difference 
between the collected charges and those computed on a basis found lawful by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. ‘There is no apparent reason why the Govern 
ment should be deprived by statute of a privilege exercised or within reach of 
shippers generally, and there would seem to exist the possible d 
sacrificing public funds by prior statutory waiver of a right ‘inarily efforded 
an aggrieved party in the circumstances. Certainly, the assertion that reduced 
rates to the Government results in burdening other s hippe rs with higher rates does 
not justify the maintenance of unreasonable rates on Government traffic. The 
proposed bill, in denying the Government the right to seek relief from unlawful 
rates in the same manner as afforded the general public, would result in a ciscrimi- 
nation against the Government which would seem to circumvent one of the 


essential purposes for which the Interstate Commerce Act was designed 
1¢ 
1 


ger of needlessly 











It seems noteworthy that under the proposed bill the parties may cancel or 
terminate rate fares, ete., negotiated under the authority of section 22. as 
sought to be ame ded, o ot less tha 90 davs’ written notice Such a provision 


would operate to exte id the life of negotiated rates and fares for a pe riod of 3 
months after it mav have been definitely established that the particular rates or 
charges covered by section 22 quotations exceed the reasonable or otherwise 
lawful rates found proper in application to the public and for an additional 90 
davs’ leave the Government without recourse to any remedy for recovery of 
excess charges on transportation performed under the terms of those quotations. 
The Government should not be prevented from wit! lrawing, at any time. from 


any arrangement which precludes liability for unreasonablene 





for prior charges, 








and the allowance to the carriers of 99 days during which the conclusive presump- 
tion of reasonableness would operate could result in unjust enrichment of the 
interested carriers at the expense of the United States The finality that this 


provision affords se tion 22 negotiated rates would, for example, require that a 
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negotiated rate of 28 cents per designate {1 unit of shipment m ist be considered 
fi a i bind g Uupo the Government, until the agreement therefor is can- 
veled. whit inder the terms of the amendn t can be effected only upon notice 
ot | than 90 days, even the h, on a petitlo filed by a private shipper, the 
I r ( é -e ( mn f itt a tariff rate of 30 cents applicable 
cor ercia on the identical pe of ervice for which the negotiated rate of 
28 cents applies, is and has | inreasonable for a per od extending from 2 
‘ prior the date of the filings f the petitio to the extent that it exceeds 
20 lL por such a fit qd ne the ov erca hippers would be entitled to 
aratio ifficient to reduce the charges retained by the carrier to those due 
on the basis of the reasonable rate of 25 cents, but the Government presumably 
vould have to regard the 28-cent rate collected from it for similar service as final 
and not subject to attack in the absence of actual fraud, deceit, or clerical mistake. 
A 1 in the case where application of the ectio 22 quotatior accepted bv the 
Gover ( is to shipments made in contemplation thereof results in the charg- 
ing | i A subject to the terstate Commerce \ct more for a shorter than 
for a longer haul or more fora through haul than the aggregate of the intermediate 
rates, without special relief to the railroads authorized by section 4 of the act, 
the Government would be powerlk to enforee recovery of the excess charges so 
resulting although it is well established that ap: from the statutory enactment 
h charges are prima facie unreasonable, See Patte on Vv L. & N. Railroad, 
269 U.S. 1, 11; Danis v. Portland Seed Co., 264 U.S. 403 


It is desired to make clear that there is no basis for quarrel with the view that 
protection should be afforded carriers rainst the revocation of the terms of a 





proper section 22 quotation which in faet provides for special services or special 
rates not otherwise available to the United States, so long as such rates are just 
and reasonable and therefore lawful It would seem equally clear, however, 


that the laws and regulations which govern the operations of the transportation 


industry requiring adherence to a standard of reasonableness and affording a means 
of testing such adherence before the Interstate Commerce Commission, should be 
no less available in the case of services for the Government than in the case of 
charges for services rendered the general public Whenever injustices occur 
because of unreasonableness, or any purported requirement for the payment by 
the Government of higher-than-tariff rates, opportunity should not be deniea the 
United States to seek redress for the injustices so sustained in the same manner 
as is afforded the private shipper 

In summary, it is considered that enactment of the present bill is not desirable 
because it is believed that there should not be created by statute a conclusive 
presumption that rates, fares, or charges, etc., are just and reasonable simply 
because they are a matter of negotiation between common e¢arriers and the 
Government as shipper. However, if passage of this bill be deemed proper it is 
believed that a due protection of the interests of the United States would require 
that provision be incorporated therein which would assure at least that nothing in 
said section 22 shall be construed to authorize payment by the United States of 
uny charges to any common Carrier or freight forwarder in excess of those based on 
contemporaneously applicable rates, fares, or charges, and rules, regulations, or 
practices, prescribed in schedules duly published and filed with the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and that nothing therein shall prevent the United States 
from availing itself of any benefit or privilege that the general public may have or 
obtain as a result of determinations made by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
in proceedings filed by private, as distinguished from Government, shippers 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK L. YATES, 
Assistant Comptroller General of the United States 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25. D. ¢ April 28, 1954. 
Re 8. 906. 
Hon. Joun W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee or Interstate ar d Foreiaqn Con merce, 
T nited States Senate, Washingtor 25, D. ( 


DEAR SENATOR BrRICKER: Submitted herewith are our comments on 8. 906, a 
hill to establish the finality of contracts between the Government and common 
carriers of passengers and freight subject to the Interstate Commerce Act, in 


accordance with vour letter of February 14, 1953 
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This bill is identical with S$. 2355, which was considered by the 82d Congress, 
and on which this Administration commented adversely on June 27, 1952. 

In the opinion of GSA, the best interests of the Government as a shipper would 
not be served by the enactment of the proposed legislation, the effect of which is 
to single out the Government for less favorable treatment than is accorded 
commercial shippers 

The courts and the Comptroller General recognize so-called section 22 quota- 
tions, when coupled with the bill of lading, as a binding contract in exactly the 
same manner as a commercial shipper is bound by the terms of the tariff and the 
bill of lading. Since the Interstate Commerce Act declares unjust and unreason- 
able rates to be unlawful, and likewise cloaks prejudicial and discriminatory rates 
with illegality, rates which are binding as a matter of contract are subject never- 
theless to the authority of the Interstate Commerce Commission for a finding 
that they are unlawful 

Upon such a finding by the Commission, the unlawful rate must of course fail, 
as would any illegal consideration in the field of contract law. The proposed 
legislation would remove the possibility of the Government seeking a review by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission in disputed cases, even though such a right 
of review is accorded any other shipper. 

As pointed out in this Administration’s comments on 8. 2355, 82d Congress, 
the legislation would place upon Government officers the burden of making com- 
plicated determinations in this highly technical field with absolute finality. 
Kven the Commission itself has closely divided in determining disputed Govern- 
ment rate issues, such as in United States of America v. Aberdeen & R. R. Co, 
(269 I. C. C, 141), in which the Commission divided 6 to 5, a decision subsequently 
reversed by the courts 

In the evert there are hearings on this bill, we will wish to offer testimony. 

As an identical bill has been intreduced in the House of Representatives, 
H. R. 3288, these same comments are being supplied the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee, and that they would recommend against 
the enactment of the proposed legislation. 

Cordially yours, 
EDMUND F. MANSURE, Administrator. 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Varch 13, 1958. 
Hon. Cuaries W. Torey, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, pC 


My Dear CHAIRMAN Torey: Your letter of February 14, 1953, addressed to 
the Chairman of the Commission and requesting comments on a bill, S. 906, 
introduced by Senator Johnson of Colorado, to establish the finality of contracts 
between the Government and common carriers of passengers and freight subject 
to the Interstate Commerce Act, has been referred to our committee on legisla- 
tion and rules. After careful consideration by that committee, I am authorized 
to submit the following comments in its behalf: 

In our annual report for 1952, page 147, we made the following recommenda- 
tion: 

“7. We recommend that section 22 be amended so as to enable the United States 
and the carriers to bargain as to rates on a firm and dependable basis.” 

Section 22, which this bill would amend, at present provides in part ‘‘that 
nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of property free 
or at reduced rates for the United States, * * *.’’ Section 22, so far as it applies 
to Government traffic, has been in the act substantially as it now stands since 
1887. A slight change was made in 1889, and other subjects have been added to 
the section since that time. At the time the original act was passed, the Govern- 
ment was a comparatively small shipper and small user of the passenger facilities 
of the carriers. In recent years, however, Government use of freight and pas- 
senger facilities has increased enormously. During World War II, and the same 
is-probably true today, the Government was by far the largest single shipper of 
freight and the largest user of passenger service in the United States. 

For many years the Government also had the benefit of land-grant rates, which 
undoubtedly limited the use of section 22. The section was utilized, however, by 
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many carriers forming competitive routes in order to meet the rates available to the 
Government under the land-grant privileges. With the repeal of the land-grant 
statute in 1945, section 22 became the main vehicle through which special rates 
are obtained by the Government 

Throughout the vears, the railroads and other carriers, at the request of Gov- 
ernment agencies, have established many reduced rates under section 22, com- 
monly referred to as section 22 quotations or agreements. During World War II, 
some 740 such quotations were issued by the railroads alone. 

At one time arrangements of this sort were regarded as contracts binding on both 
the earriers and the Government, but in recent years the Government has taken 
the position that by utilizing the rates so established it was not barred from later 
undertaking to obtain still lower charges as a result of orders of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission entered after the filing and hearing of complaints by the 
Government. At present there are still pending before the Commission some 17 
such complaints, commonly known as the Government reparation cases. In 
some of those complaints the Government contends that the railroads should 
have published reduced commercial rates, i. e., available to all shippers, which 
with the so-called land-grant deductions would have produced lower charges 
than the section 22 quotations. 

The repeal of the land-grant statute will tend to prevent the recurrence of situa- 
tions such as those to which the Government reparation cases are, to a consider- 
able extent, attributable. It is understood, however, that this bill is intended as 
a further preventive measure, by giving the section 22 quotations the effect of 
binding bilateral contracts, so that the Government could not assail the rates so 
established by complaint to this Commission. Accordingly, it is proposed that 
after the quotation or contract has been accepted or agreed to by the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Administrator of the General Serv- 
ices Administration, or by any official or employee of the United States to whom 
they may delegate such authority, the rate so established shall be conclusively 
presumed to be just, reasonable, and otherwise lawful and shall not be subject 
to attack or reparation after the date of such acceptance or agreement upon any 
grounds whatsoever except for actual fraud or deceit, or clerical mistake. The 
bill would also prevent consideration of the reduced rates as evidence of un- 
reasonableness of other rates. It is noted that the bill provides that its passage 
shall have no effect on transactions other than those carried out under its terms. 

The purpose of the bill obviously is to enable the Government and the carriers 
to bargain as to such rates on a firm and dependable basis. That purpose to us 
seems eminently sound and we accordingly recommend that the bill be enacted. 

tespectfully submitted. 

Cuar.Les D. MAHAFFIE, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Legislation and Rules. 


Hucu W. Cross. 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 23, 1954. 
Legislative and Public Affairs 
Hon. JoHn W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CuHarrMAn: Reference is made to your letter, requesting the views 
of the Department of Defense on 8. 906, a bill to establish the finality of contracts 
between the Government and common carriers of passengers and freight subject 
to the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act provides, in part, as follows: 

“That nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of 
property free or at reduced rates for the United States, State or municipal govern- 
ments * * * or the transportation of persons for the United States Government 
= or at reduced rates * * *” 

906 would amend section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 22) 
on adding two new subsections thereto. The new subsection (b) would provide 
that any rates, fares, charges, rules, regulations, or practices with respect to the 
transportation of persons or property for or on behalf of the United States Govern- 
ment, established under the provisions of section 22, when accepted or agreed to 
by the Secretary of Defense, Secretary of Agriculture, or the Administrator of 
General Services, shall be conclusively presumed to be just, reasonable, and other- 
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wise lawful. After the date of the acceptance or agreement, those rates shall not 
be subject to attack except on the grounds of actual fraud or deceit, or clerical 
mistake. The new subsection (c) would provide that any such rates, fares, 
charges, rules, regulations, or practices, made and accepted under the provisions 
of this bill should not be considered as bearing upon or affecting the lawfulness of 
past rates, fares, charges, rules, regulations, or practices, and that the provisions 
of the bill shall not be construed as any indication that similar rates, fares, charges, 
rules, regulations, or practices were or were not binding upon or enforceable against 
the United States. 

The Department of Defense is opposed to the enactment of 8. 906. 

The unusual and constantly changing characteristics of military shipments re- 
sulting from military operations require . flexible and expeditious system of 
negotiations between representatives of the Government and the carriers in order 
to prevent a break in the chain of logistical support, of which domestic carriers are 
an essential element. Any procedure established to affect those shipments should, 
therefore, be fair to both parties, easily administered, and legally sufficient to 
protect the interests of the United States. 

The Department of Defense is of the opinion that the provisions of S. 906 
would eliminate the existing flexibility and expedition in establishing rates under 
section 22. At the present time carriers may, under section 22, voluntarily grant 
to the military departments free or reduced rates either on their own initiative 
or at the request of one of the departments. 8S. 906 would require prolonged 
negotiations with the carriers with respect to individual shipments to insure 
agreements on reasonable rates since once the rates were ests sbiis hed and agreed 
to they would be conclusively presumed to be just, reasonable and otherwise 
lawful. Inasmuch as military traffic must be responsive to supply demands, 
which are frequently created by international situations, that traffic normally 
cannot be withheld from movement pending the comp letion of complicated time- 
consuming rate discussions. For that reason, it is believed that 5. 906, which 
eliminates the expedition of the present law, would work against the best interests 
of the military departments. 

This Department also points out that S. 906 would make the rates granted 
under section 22 final and binding although commercial shippers ope rating under 
published tariff rates may appeal those rates to the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. In instances where an industrial traffic manager obtains a reduced rate, 
which may not be satisfactory, such rate is not immune from review or attack 
and may be appealed to the Commission. A similar rate obtained by the Gov- 
ernment, however, would be conclusively presumed to be just, reasonabie and 
otherwise lawful, and not subject to review or attack. Since a conclusive pre- 
sumption would attach, the Government would, in order to avoid unjustified and 
excessive transportation costs, be compelied in doubtful cases to move shipments 
at tariff rates established by the Interstate Commerce commission and later seek 
a hearing as to the lawfulness of those rates. As a consequence, there would be 
more cases of formal attack upon tariff rates and ultimately more, rather than 
fewer, reparation cases. In that connection, it is noted that the costly and pro- 
longed litigation of reparation cases has been advanced as the principal reason 
for legislation such as 8. 906. The Department of Defense believes that in view 
of the above the effect of such legislation would be contrary to that intended by 
its proponents. 

In addition, it is noted that on March 15, 1954, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission instituted a proceeding entitled ““Ex Parte 192, Filing of Reduced 
Rate Quotations By Carriers of Property or Persons and Certain Matters With 
Respect Thereto.”’ It is believed that this rule making procedure would preserve 
the expeditious negotiation characteristics of section 22 which are imperative to 
military operations and would remove an objectionable feature prevalent in the 
procurement of transportation rates under the existing administrative monenee- 
That would be accomplished by providing that an authorized officer of the Gov- 
ernment may request a reduced rate from a carrier and advise the Commission to 
pe rmit the rate to be filed on a one day’s notice. All other reduced rates offered 
the Government would have to be filed with the Commission 30 days prior to the 
effective date. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ricuarp A. BupDEKE, 
For the Assistant Secretary. 
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Senator ScHOEPPEL. I want at this juncture in the proceedings to 
introduce for the record a letter recerved from the Department of 
Agriculture under date of April 28, 1954, addressed to the Honorable 
John W. Bricker, chairman of the full Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, signed by True D. Morse, Under Secretary. 

(Letter, Department of Agriculture, April 28, 1954, is as follows:) 

I would also like to insert, at this point in the record, reports from 
the Department of Commerce, Department of Defense, Department 
of Justice, General Accounting Office, General Services Administra- 
tion, and the Interstate Commerce Commission: 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D se April 2h, 1954 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Cha rman, C'oammittee on Interstate and Fore qn Commerce, 
United States Ne nate 


Dear SENATOR Bricker: Under date of February 14, 1953, you submitted to 
the Department for comment a copy of 8S. 906, a bill to establish the finality of 
contracts between the Government and common carriers of passengers and 
freight subject to the Interstate Commerce Act 

This bill would amend section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act by providing 
that any rates, fares, and charges, and rules, regulations, and practices with 
respect to the transportation of persons or property for or on behalf of the United 
States by anv common carrier or freight forwarder subject to the Interstate Com- 
merece Act, offered, negotiated, or established under the provisions of section 22 
of the act, as amended, by quotation or contract, when accepted or agreed to by 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Ag riculture, or the Administrator of the 
General Services Administration, or by any official or employee of the United 
States to whom any of such officials may delegate such authority, shall be con- 
clusively presumed to be just, reasonable, and otherwise lawful, and shall not be 
subject to attack, or reparation, after the date of such acceptance or agreement 
upon any grounds whatsoever except for actual fraud or deceit, or clerical mistake. 

This Department has made extensive use of section 22 contracts and quotations, 
and no question has ever been raised as to their finality or the reasonableness of 
their terms. There appears therefore to be no need for such legislation, insofar 
as our shipping operations are concerned 

On the other hand, if statutory finality is to be attached to section 22 contracts 
negotiated by any other agency, then the Department recommends that the bill 
be enacted in its present form including the Secretary of Agriculture as a contract- 
ing party Otherwise we would be hampered in our negotiations with the earriers. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of 
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TruE D. Morse, Under Secretary. 


Senator ScHorpPPeL. We will now hear from Mr. J. Frank Perrin, 
counsel to the Office of the Director of Transportation and Com- 
munication, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense. 


STATEMENT OF J. FRANK PERRIN, COUNSEL, OFFICE OF DIREC- 
TOR OF TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATION, OFFICE 
OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (SUPPLY AND LOGIS- 
TICS) 


Mr. Perrin. S. 906 would amend section 22 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (49 U.S. C. 22) by adding two new subsections thereto. 
The new subsection (b) would provide that any rates, fares, charges, 
rules, regulations, or practices with respect to the transportation of 
persons or property for or on behalf of the United States Government, 
established under the provisions of section 22, when accepted or 
agreed to by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
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or the Administrator of General Services, shall be conclusively pre- 
sumed to be just, reasonable, and otherwise lawful. After the date 
of the acceptance or agreement, those rates shall not be subject to 
attack except on the grounds of actual fraud or deceit, or clerical 
mistake. The new subsection (c) would provide that any such rates, 
fares, charges, rules, regulations, or practices, made and accepted 
under the provisions of this bill, should not be considered as bearing 
upon or affecting the lawfulness of past rates, fares, charges, rules, 
regulations, or practices, and that the provisions of the bill shall not 
be construed as any indication that similar rates, fares, charges, rules, 
regulations, or practices were or were not binding upon or enforceable 
against the United States. 

The Department of Defense is strongly opposed to the enactment 
of S. 906. 

1. It will eliminate expedition in securing rates for the military 
departments generally reduced from the class rate tariffs. 

As pointed out above, commercial tariffs must be filed with the 
Commission on not less than 30 days’ notice. Also that reduced 
rates under section 22 may be granted by carriers without resort to 
the procedural requirements applicable to commercial tariffs. Con- 
sequently, obtaining reduced rates under section 22 insures the 
expedition necessary to military operations. 

Military operations for mobilization, waging war, and the defense 
of the United States, are constantly undergoing changes. The chain 
of logistical support, of which domestic carriers form an important 
link, must be responsive to those changes in military operations. 
The rate problem is an important facet in ‘the use of domestic carriers 
and the rate procedures utilized to arrive at transportation rates 
must remain flexible. 

Today under section 22 carriers may voluntarily grant to the mili- 
tary departments reduced rates either on their own initiative or make 
available rates arrived at through negotiation with the departments. 
Since, on occasions, reduced rates offered by the carriers have not 
been reasonable, a transportation procurement officer would be 
loathe to accept a rate tendered under the proposed legislation unless 
he could assure himself that the proposed rate was reasonable. This 
would either foreclose the acceptance of reduced rates from carriers 
or necessitate time-consuming negotiation with the carriers in order 
to reach agreement on a rate considered to be reasonable. Otherwise 
the military departments could be criticized for dissipating appro- 
priations on unnecessary transportation costs. 

Such time-consuming investigation of the rates offered by the 
carrier, or negotiation with the carrier, would eliminate the expedition 
implicit in existing law imperative to the military operation. In view 
of the nature of the shipments, military traffic frequently cannot be 
withheld from movement pending the completion of complicated rate 
adjustments. 

It will make final and binding the rates granted under section 22 
to the military departments although class rates and commodity rates 
in tariffs filed with the Commission are never final and binding on 
commercial shippers since they are subject to a determination by the 
Commission as to their lawfulness. 

In instances where an industrial traffic manager obtains a reduced 
rate (which may not be satisfactory), such rate is not immune from 
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review or attack. However, a rate accepted by the military depart- 
ments under the proposed amendment to section 22 would be conclu- 
sively presumed to be just, reasonable, and otherwise lawful and not 
subject to review or attack. 

Consequently, unless a transportation officer, as pointed out above, 
were sure that the section 22 rate was reasonable, the section 22 rate 
would not be accepted and it would result in more Government traffic 
moving at unreasonable tariff rates. As a consequence there would be 
more cases of formal attack upon tariff rates and ultimately more, 
rather than fewer, reparations cases. It is the costly, prolonged 
litigation of reparations cases that has been advanced by proponents 
of this bill for “‘rate-finality’’ legislation as the principal reason for its 
enactment. 

The Department of Defense believes that the effect of such legisla- 
tion would be the reverse of that intended by its proponents. 

Section 22 rates are in essence the same as tariff rates, but for 
expediency are effected through the medium of section 22. Therefore, 
the justness and reasonableness of section 22 rates could only be 
treated in the same light as rates applicable by tariff. 

To illustrate the above situation assume that the rate on a particular 
commodity from ‘“‘A’”’ to “B” is 50 cents per 100 pounds, and further 
assume that the carrier operating between these 2 points granted the 
Department of Defense a rate of 48 cents per 100 pounds. Addition- 
ally assume that a complaint was subsequently filed against the rate 
of 50 cents per 100 pounds, and the Commission determined that a 
reasonable rate was 45 cents per 100 pounds, under the present law 
the Department of Defense would have recourse and could recoup the 
difference between the 48-cent rate paid and the 45-cent rate found 
just and reasonable by the Commission. 

Under the proposed bill the Department of Defense would be fore- 
closed from this action although a commercial shipper could take 
advantage of the difference between the 50-cent and the 45-cent rate. 
I think it can readily be seen that under the proposed legislation the 
Government would be placed in a considerably less favorable position 
than a commercial shipper. 

3. Government costs for transportation services would be increased. 

We have been unable to isolate the additional cost which would 
result if this bill is enacted. It will, however, result in a substantial 
increase in the cost of transportation services in view of the fact that 
the Department of Defense spends approximately $1 billion annually 
on the purchase of transportation services. 

Ade litionally I should call the attention of this subcommittee to the 
fact that on March 15, 1954, the Interstate Commerce Commission 
instituted a proceeding entitled Ex Parte 192, Filing of Reduced Rate 
Quotations by Carriers of Property or Persons and Certain Matters 
with Respect Thereto. 

[t is believed that this rule-making proceeding would preserve the 
expeditious negotiations characteristic of section 22 which are im- 
perative to the military operations and would remove an objectionable 
feature prevalent in the procurement of transportation rates under the 
existing administrative practice. This would be accomplished by 
permitting an authorized officer of a Government agency to negotiate 
a rate with a carrier at a level considered to be reasonable and com- 
pensatory, and when the imminence of movement is indicated to so 
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certify to the Commission and request permission for the rate so 
arrived at to be filed on 1 day’s notice. Other reduced rates, either 
voluntary or negotiated, offered the Government would have to be 
filed with the Commission 30 days prior to the effective date thereof. 

I thank you. 

Senator ScHorprpeL. We will now hear from Mr. Robert F. Keller, 
Assistant to the Comptroller General, who is accompanied by Mr. 
Harrell O. Hoagland, Director for Transportation Division of the 
General Accounting Office. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. KELLER, ASSISTANT TO THE come 
TROLLER GENERAL, ACCOMPANIED BY MR. HARRELL O. HOAG- 
LAND, DIRECTOR, TRANSPORTATION DIVISION, GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Ketter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
General Accounting Office does not recommend favorable considera- 
tion of S. 906, 83d Congress. 

Other bills similar in material aspects to the present bill were intro- 
duced in the 81st and 82« | Congresses. As to each of these the General 
Accounting Office furnished reports recommending that the bills not 
be favorably considered. A report dated May 19, 1953, was submitted 
on the present bill setting forth at considerable length the bases upon 
which opposition to enactment is predicated. 

Enactment of the proposed legislation would permit imposition 
upoa the Government of unreasonable and unlawful rates as to which 
it would be unable to avail itself of the remedies available to the 
public shippers generally. Certaialy the Government as the largest 
patron of the transportation industries in the Uaited States is entitled 
at least to the same rights as are enjoyed by commercial shippers. 

Published tariff rates are predicated upon factors such as routes, 
volume, density, and direction of traffic. Government traffic often 
does not and cannot follow the pattera of commercial traffic upon 
which published rates are based. The fact that a carrier submits a 
tender under section does not and should not relieve it of other and con- 
current obligations under law to furnish services at reasonable rates. 

Here too, as in other bills submitted at least in the 81st and 82d 
Congresses, there is presented the situation in which the transporta- 
tion industry seeks, so far as Government traffic alone is concerned, 
an advantage we do not think it would ask for in dealing with the 
shipping public generally. 

The law does not require or compel any carrier of freight or pas- 
sengers to offer reduced rates, fares, and charges to the U nited States. 
It permits carriers to do so. The offer of a reduced rate is voluntary 
and subject to legal restraints otherwise imposed. We cannot see 
how enactment of the proposed legislation would be in the public 
interest. 

Further, to legislate that officers or agents of the United States 
authorized to initiate traffic on its behalf under a section 22 tendered 
the Uaited States or a Government agency may enter into an irrevo- 
cable and conclusive agreement from which no recourse is available 
to the Government could bring about an extremely dangerous situa- 
tion. It is not always that the representative of the Government 








v2 AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


charged with negotiating special rates has the background and expe- 
rience he should have in order to get the best possible rates for the 
Government, and under the provisions of the legislation here pro- 
posed the Government for 9C days would be powerless to withdraw 
from a negotiated agreement even if it were determined that tbe rates 
were unreasonable. 

In view of the reports submitted by the ¢ Comptroller General in 
opposition to S. 906, and similar bills in earlier Congresses, it would 
only burden the record to repeat here in detail each of the substantive 
objections which have been advanced. However, I do wish to make 
it clear that it is the view of the General Accounting Office that the 
United States as a shipper should not be unduly penalized solely 
because it is the Government. 

Senator ScHorPreEL. Do you have anythiag further to offer? 

Mr. Ketuer. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ScHorpreLt. We will now hear from Mr. Frank L. Barton, 
Director, Traffic Management Division of the General Services 
Administration. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK L. BARTON, DIRECTOR, TRAFFIC MAN- 
AGEMENT DIVISION, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Barron. My name is Frank L. Barton, and I am Director of 
the Traffic Management Division of the General Services Administra- 
tion, known as GSA. Under section 201 (a) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377; 40 U. S. C. 
481), as amended, GSA supplies transportation and traffic manage- 
ment services to the executive agencies of the Government and 
represents them in negotiations with carriers and in proceedings 
before Federal and State regulatory bodies. 

GSA is opposed to S. 906. Before giving specific reasons for this 
opposition I should like to review briefly for the benefit of the com- 
mittee the general situation concerning section 22 rates received by 
the Government. 

The language of the present act as it relates to this legislation is as 
follows: 

That nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or handling of 
property free or at reduced rates for the United States, State, or municipal 
governments. * * * 

A similar provision relates to the transportation of persons. Section 
22, by its terms and as construed by both the Interstate Commerce 
Commission and Supreme Court of the United States, confers a right 
to be exercised within the carriers’ discretion. ae refer to U.S. v. 
A. & V. Ry. Co. (40 ICC 405) Nashville, . & St. L. Ry. Co. Vv. 
Tennessee (262 U.S. 318), on this subject. 

When the Government desires an adjustment of the published rates 
ipplying on its traffic because of large volume movement or other 
factors affecting the reasonableness of rates, it is not within the 
Government's control as to whether the adjustment is made by tariff 
publication or by the issuance of the section 22 quotation. The form 
in which the rate is published is entirely up to the carrier. 

During the years when the land-grant statutes were in effect, it 
was ordinarily the purpose of the railroads to make adjustments in 
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existing rates for the Government only by way of a section 22 rate 
question. This policy was adopted to permit the attachment of a 
waiver of land grant as part of the rate offered. During that period, 
accordingly, the practice developed for Government agencies to ask 
for all rate adjustments by way of section 22 quotations. As you 
know the land-grant statutes were finally repealed as of October 1, 
1946. 

At the present time, GSA simply asks the carriers for an appropriate 
adjustment of rates and leaves to them the question of how this is 
accomplished. It does happen occasionally, however, that requests 
by those who are familiar with the old system will ask specifically for 
a rate to be quoted under section 22 of the act. 

Representatives of commercial shipping organizations and others 
have stated that vast quantities of Government freight move on 
section 22 rates so low that a burden is thrown on commercial traffic 
which requires commercial shippers to ‘subsidize’ the Government 
traffic by payment of higher rates. All the information that I have 
been able to obtain specifically refutes that contention. 

The operations of the Government of course are so far-flung that 
it is not easy to assemble and keep at hand accurate and up-to-date 
information as to the relative earnings of the carriers on Government 
and commercial traffic. Fortunately, however, such information is 
readily available in the Interstate Commerce Commission’s waybill 
analysis. In the past, in making the analysis of the waybill study, 
the Commission has always excluded section 22 traffic. Recently, 
however, a study was made by the Commission which was submitted 
in the mountain Pacific class rate cases which are found in ICC 
Docket No. 30416, Mountain Pacific Class Rates, No. 30660, Trans- 
continental Class Rates 

Exhibit 2 which was offered in evidence by the Commission’s staff 
in that proceeding clearly demonstrates that the earnings on Govern- 
ment traffic moving on section 22 rates equal or exceed earnings on 
commercial traffic. While that particular study was devoted to the 
mountain Pacific and transcontinental aspects, the Commission could 
not expand that study from data already at hand to embrace the entire 
United States. I hope that such a study will be brought to the 
attention of your committee. 

Senator ScuorpPeL. Do you know whether there is such a study 
under advisement or under way at the present time? 

Mr. Barron. No, sir, I believe it is not underway. 

Further, in the mountain Pacific class rate cases, the Department 
of the Army, as the designated unit in the Department of Defense, 
is representing all executive agencies of the Government under a 
delegation of authority from GSA. The exhibits being prepared by 
the Army in that case fully confirm the level of earnings on Govern- 
ment traffic as shown in the Commission’s exhibit 2. The Army’s 
exhibit has not as yet been released but I hope it will be placed in the 
hands of your committee before these hearings are concluded. 

I might say, just as 1 was leaving for the hearing I was handed a 
copy of the Army’s exhibit in that case and I have it if you would like 
to have it for the record. 

Senator ScHorrret. We would like to have it for the record. Do 
you have one with you? 


Mr. Barron. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ScHoEPPEL. Is it quite voluminous? 
Mr. Barron. It is a good-sized document, 7 or 8 pages, double 
sized. 
Senator ScHoorepre.. Let the record show that it will be included 
in the record. 
(Army’s exhibit is as follows:) 


EXHIBIT 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF MOUNTAIN-PACIFIC INTERSTATE INTRA- AND 
INTERTERRITORIAL TRAFFIC BY COMMODITY GROUP AND 
TYPE OF RATE 


Docket 30416, Class Rates Mountain-Pacific Territory; ICC Docket 30660, 
Class Rates, Transcontinental Rail, 1950 


ICG 


Prepared by 





the Waybill Section of the Bureau of Transport 
Statistics, Interstate Commerce Commission, Washington, D. (¢ 


Economics and 


‘ 


TABLE 1 Percentage distribution of total interstate carload ton nage, short-line 
ton-miles, and revenues, intra- and interterritorial for Mountain-Pacific territory, 
by type of rate 

Short-line : 
ype of rat Tonnage |Percent) ton vail Percent! Revenues | Percent 
e of rate onnage . Liles . teve aS : 
of total hundred of total of total 

Cla 5, 569 1 53, 269 l $219, 959 

I 2, 397 31, 217 93, 380 1 

ity 711, 726 98 10, 200, 393 QS 15, 354, 660 9% 
mmodity 1, 728 11, 837 46, 579 

Ss 2 quotation 268 1 68, 097 l 357, 330 2 

Total 726, 688 100 10, 364, 813 100 16, 071, 908 100 


TABLE 2.— Percentage 


distribution 


of total interstate 


carload tonnage, short-line 


ton-miles, and revenues for Mountain-Pacific intraterritorial traffic, by type of 


ate 
| 
Short-line 
. i Percent F Percent ee .< |Percent 
Type of rate Tonnage of total ton-miles of total Revenues of tata 
hundreds 
Cla 3, 687 1 16, 483 1 $71, 535 2 
Except 328 2, 294 5, 879 
Commodity 310, 675 QS 1, 864, 958 QS 2, 939, 731 Q5 
All commodity 1,195 1, 100 4,317 
Sec. 22 quotation 2, 223 l 13, 335 l 80, 860 3 
Total 318, 608 100 1, 898, 170 100 3, 102, 322 100 


TABLE 3 


ton-miles and revenues for Mountain-Pacific interterritorial traffic, 





Percentage distribution of total interstate carload tonnage, short-line 


of 


by type 


rate 

eee Short-line | p,..,¢| ‘eo 
Type of rate Tonnage |Pereent! ton-miles |Pereent) Revenues | Percent 
of total) (n wndreds) | Of total of total 
Cla 1, 882 36, 786 $148, 424 | 1 
Excepti 1, 569 87, 501 1 
( nodity 401, 051 98 98 | 12, 414, 929 | 96 

A nmodity 533 42, 262 | 

s ior 3, 045 1 l 276, 470 2 
otal 408, O8O 100 8, 466, 643 100 | 12, 969, 586 100 





erce Commission 


1-Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 1952 Terminations. 
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SEcTION I PERCENTAGE DIsTRIBUTION OF TOTAL INTERSTATE CARLOAD Ton- 
NAGE, SHort-LinE Ton-MILEs, AND REVENUE INTRA- AND INTERTERRI- 
rORIAL COMBINED, FOR MountTain-Paciric TERRITORY, BY TYPE OF RATE 


TABLE 1—A Products of agric ilture 


Short-line 


ton-miles 


Type of rate Tonnage Percent Percent Revenues Percent 








of total »-\ | of total of total 
hundreds 
Cla 142 1, 700 $3, 044 
Exception 213 339 1, 055 
Ce nodity 124, 278 100 1, 794, 625 100 92 904, 580 100 
All commodity 28 2 38 
sec, 22 quotation 
Total 124, 661 100 1, 796, 666 om 2. GOR, 717 100 
TABLE 1—-B Animals and products 
Ty f r f Percent eng +1. | Percent R _ |Percent 
ype of rate onnage of total Nes . as f total tevenues et tetas 
Class 144 1 83 $795 
Exception 54 1, 590 1 2, 676 
Commodity 19, 000 Qy 266, 248 99 577, 494 99 
All commodity 33 % 46 
sec. 22 quotation 
otal 19, 231 100 207, 924 100 O81, O11 100 


TABLE 1—C.— Products of mines 


Short-line 


’ mp Percent cent Percent 
r ) rate vo . ton-miles . Revenu . 
rype of rate Tonnage of total oa - ‘ of total 
Class 636 5 417 $6, 315 1 
Exception 485 4,084 5, 108 
Commodity 166, 256 99 1, 488, 427 99 1, 220, 303 v9 
All commodity 52 F 2 
sec. 22 quotation 
Total 167, 429 100 1, 497, 933 100 1, 231, 798 100 
TaBLE 1—D.— Products of forest 
Percent Short-line Percent Percent 
ai : -_ : “ey = é i aa 
Type of rate ronnage of total —— of total Revenues of total 
} eds 
Cl 43 739 
Exception 87 1, 169 
Commodity 139, 711 100 | 2, 449, 283 100 | 2,675, 100 





All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 


Total 139, 841 100 2, 451, 191 100 ), 678, 937 100 
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 
res and miscellaneous 


Percent Short-line Pecuine 








Revent Percent 
t ‘ evenue 
total |; , of total t 1 of total 
i MI ired 
( ) 9 44. ORS 1 $207, 80 3 
! . s l + OSS l 
" 1 18, 2 ) 7 $6, 404 92 
A 4] 469 
i Oe 6S, OY 5 330 { 
s ys 4, 190, 88 10 8, 215, ORG 100 
x I { ( I ( iW iyt 5 ) Terminations 
raBLE 2—A Products of aq 
t : Pe I > Percent 
¢ t r ton-! ( leve ' 
f total 1<) | of tot : ” f total 
1 ed 
Cla | $645 
E xce ) 199 ¥ 643 
C 5 wy W4 LOK 482, 723 100 
4 2s 2 38, 
S < 202 1K 484,049 100 
BLE 2 lnin ay 
I Pe ent 
I ue ¢ | 
g e79 1 
I 
( ) 8 838 100 98, 259 99 
A l ib 
i 8, 924 v 99. 100 100 
TABLE 2-( Products of mines 
S a ; 
re . ! T r¢ Yr) 
f le Revenu eee 
hu me t 
( 3] 8 Sey 
I 19 629 1. 382 
( 114 21 100 697. 149 OO 615, 208 100 
4 ) 
8] 698 617. 327 101 
raBLeE 2—D Pro of fe { 
; 1 ent 
( a , 
‘ 2 oR 
I ) '7 
, 421,2 100 
4 
88 





~I 
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TABLE 2 iE Manufactures and miscellaneous 
ercent : © | Percent Percent 
ly} rate ) of tota ton-mile f total Rev ft | 
1 
Cla sy 15, 8&9 2 $69 ; 
Exceptio SMe 1. 368 j 
Co xdity Dt) 0) 4 64 4s] ’ l oD. su 
All commodity 1,03 1 l 136 
Sec, 22 quotation 2, 22 2 | ; 2 80, 860 ) 
Total Lit 13 100 4 100 { 12 100 
Source: Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 1952 Terminations 
TaBLE 3~A.—Products of agriculture 
Short-l é 
Percent 4 Percent Percent 
Typ rate lor ( f total on-mil 5 ,, Re ur ft 
hundred 
Cla ( 1, 600 $2 ve) 
Exception 14 14 412 
Commodit 7 122 LOO 1, 564, 721 100 2, 421, 857 LUO 
All co nodity 
. 22 quotatio ‘ 
otal 109 10K 1, 566, 464 LOK 2, 424. 668 100 
TABLE 3—-B inimals and products 
I re t 4 Pe | | 
handre 
Cla 
I { ”) | $2 676 1 
( rl So4 ] 22 410 9 479, 2 19 
All co ral 
pec. 22 qu sto 
Total RRR 10K 229 000 100 481. 911 100 
TABLE 3—( Products of mine 
] ent) * Percent reent 
| ye of rat l . I nues 
tota ; t f total 
Cla 2 l O79 l $5, 650 1 
Excep 24 l { 2 1 
Co ) 2.2 9 )1, 278 9 60 ) Qa 
All 
sec. 22 Quotatk 
1 i] 2 848 1K 19, 812 Or 614, 471 
Paste 3—D.—Products of forest 
Type rat I — mt ‘ re t 
olt il ; of tot 4 total 
Cla tt S758 
Exe 68 8 
Cor “ 258 LO 2 4 4 2, 204 71 100 
All lity 
pec, 22 qu sLlon 
| ] 1 7 
i hl. oT 2s 100 2 ’ » LOO 2, 2 og 100 


46565—54——6 
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TABLE 3—F 











Vian fact wres and misce llaneous 


: Percent a Percent 
rate I e total Revenues of total 
Cla 4 1 1 $138, 603 2 
Exceptio 1 I 76, 53 1 
nee ahi 156. 576 9% | 3 97 | 6, 228,829 92 
Al i 68 19, 533 
nae. As Grane 45 2 2 276, 470 4 
Total 62, 48 100 3, 515, 782 100 | 6,739, 966 100 
' 
murce: Interstate C¢ erce ymmissi 1 Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 1952 Terminations. 
Section II 

TABLE 4 Revenues per short-line car-mile, per short-line ton-mile and average 
short-line length of haul for Mountain Pacific interstate carload intra- and inter- 


territorial traffic combined, by type of rate 


of rate 


Revenue 
} 


per 
1ort-line 


car-M lie 


Revenue pe 


Average 

short-line 

length of 
haul per car 


short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents Cents 
Class 73 4.13 1, 159 
Exception 52 2. 99 1,511 
Commodity 4) 1. 51 1,612 
i commodity 52 3.9 1,119 
Sec. 22 quotation 230 5. 25 1, 208 
otal . 42 1. 55 1, 602 


TABLE 5 


Revenues per short-line car-mile, per short-line ton-mile and average 


short-line Jenoth of haul for Mountain Pacifflc interstate carload intraterritorial 
traffic, by type of rate 


Average 
short-line 
length of 
haul per car 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Revenue per 
[ype of rate short 
car-mile 


ilne 


Cents Cents 
Class i 101 4.34 479 
Exception oi : 57 2. 56 336 
Commodity = 57 1. 58 635 
All commodity “ 92 3. 92 118 
Sec. 22 quotation. ‘ ‘ 224 6. 06 573 
Total : ; eaiainaaaien 59 1.63 628 


TABLE 6.—Revenues per short-line car-mile, per short-line ton-mile and average 
short-line length of haul for Mountain Pacific interstate carload interterritorial 
traffic, by type of rate 


Class 

Exception 
Commodity 

All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 


Total 


Source: Inte 


Type of rate 


Yommission 1 Per 


Revenue per 
short-line 
car-mile 


ent Carload Way 


Average 
| short-line 
| length of 
| haul per car 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents 
4.03 2, 065 
3. 03 1, 920 
1. 49 | 2, 131 
3. 94 2, 120 
». 05 1, 805 





2, 128 
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Class 

Exception 
Commodity 

All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 


Total. 


Class 

Exception 
Commodity 

All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 


Total 


Class 

Exception 
Commodity 

All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation. 


otal 


Class. viene 
Exception gona 
Commodity ak 
All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 


Total. 


22 OF 


TABLE 4-A 


Type of rate 


TABLE 4-B. 


Type of raie 


TABLE 4-C, 


I'ype of rate 


TaBLE 4—D.—Products 


Type of rate 


THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Products of agriculture 


Revenue per 


short-line 


car-mile 
Cents 
99 
52 
31 
543 
31 


Animals and products 


Revenue per 
short-line 


car-mile 
Cents 
196 
45 
31 
460 
ose 31 


Products of mines 


Revenue per 


short-line 
car-mile 


Cents 


48 
42 


720 


of forest 


Revenue per 
short-line 
car-mile 


Cents 
. . 36 
36 
38 


38 | 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents 
1.79 
3. 11 
1. 62 
19. 00 


1. 62 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents 
9. 58 
1. 68 | 
17 


on ho 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents 
1.17 
25 


82 


14. 40 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents 


79 


A verage 

short-line 
length of 
haul per car 


1, 341 
226 
1,819 


1,815 


Average 
short-line 
length of 
haul per car 


Average 
short-line 
length of 
haul per car 


A verage 
short-line 
length of 
haul per car 
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TABLE 4-1 Manufact 


ype of rate 
Cla 
Exc 
Cor 
All 
Sec 
Potal 
S I ( C io I ‘ 
TABLE 5—A Prod 
‘ 
Cla 
Ex 
Co » 
All 
sec l 
al 
rABLE 5-B inin 
i } iT 
Cc) 
Ex 
Co 
All 
TABLE 5—-( 
Pype of rate 
Cc 
Co 
rer 
All 
om j 


”) 
cres and misce taneous 


| . Average 
ae short-line 
length of 





r-t t nile } 1 
naul per car 
( ( its 

7é 4.62 1, 192 
53 3. 45 1, 664 
1) 1. 86 1,679 
73 3. 66 669 
230 5. 25 1, 203 
1. 96 1, 656 

W } Sta tic 1952 Ts nations, 








I Lnht 
er ot 
nau ar 
( & ( 
( 146 
t » re 
2 127 
69 2 10 
{ Oo 7 
( 2.10 47 
and produ 
Re average 
rt-] line 
gti I 
pe ( 
( ( 
) ), 58 8 


. s ‘ 
Products of mines 


Average 


} . S ALLAt 
2 length of 
haul per car 
Ce Cents 
l 100 
b2 | HY 
4 SS 611 
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TABLE 5 D Products of forest 


Revenue 


rype of rate hort-line 
car Lit 
Cents 
Class 38 
Exception 120 
Cor modity AQ 
All commodity 
sec. 22 quotation 
lotal “ A 59 


TABLE 5—-E 


Revenue per 





l'ype of rate short-line 
car-mile 
Ct 

Class l 
Exception 5] 
Commodity 63 
All commodity 92 
Sec. 22 quotation ; si 224 


lotal A 67 
Source 


TABLE 6—A. Products of agriculture 


Revenue per 
short-line 


car-mile 


Type of rat 


Cenis 
Class . ; ; ‘ 24 
Exception ‘ 40 
Commodity. -- ; ‘ ‘ . 28 


All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 3 . 


Fa a alata led “— 28 
TABLE 6—B.—Animals and products 
Revenue per 

Type of rate short-line 

car-mile 

Cents 

Class a o wae ieee 

Exception 45 
Commodity : 31 


All commodity 
Sec. 22 quotation 


BO canes Sie patie fe . ; i , 31 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


per | Revenue per 


Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 1952 Tern 


81 


A verage 
hort-line 


hor I 
tH length of 


Manufactures and miscellaneous 


tor ¢ ; 
haul per car 
Cents 
3.12 606 
. 9g 166 
1. fi 601 
1. 66 600 
verage 
Revenue per A = : . 
short-line Snort-ine 
ton-milk length of 
haul per car 
Cents 
4.36 5290 
2.53 426 
2. 05 681 
3. R2 126 
6. 06 57% 
2.19 666 


inations 


Aver ive 


short 


Revenue per 
hort-line 
ton-mil 


ine 
length of 
haul per car 





Cents 
1.50 36 
2. 88 1,019 
1. 55 2, 23 
1.55 2, 233 


> Average 
Revenue per } 
\ short-line 
short-line ; , 
: length of 
ton-mile 
haul per car 


Cents 
1. 68 3, OO1 
2.11 1, 500 
2.10 1, 502 








S92 


TABLE 6—C Products of mines 


Revenue 
short-line 
car-mile 


I'ype of rate 





per 
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A verage 
short-line 
length of 
haul per car 


Revenue per 
short4ine 
ton-mile 


Average 

short-line 

length of 
haul per car 


Cents 
114 2 149 
1. 46 2, 58S 
1.03 2, 274 
1.03 2, 274 


Average 

short-line 

length of 
haul per car 


Revenue pel 
liy 


short-iine 





ton-mile 


Cents 
4.76 2, 073 

3. 1, 928 
1.83 2, 196 

3. 6 1, 987 

0. 1, 805 

1. 92 2, 186 


Cents 
Cla 53 
Exception 4! 
Commodity 38 
All commodity 7 
Sec 22 quotat yr x 
Total et 
TABLE 6—-D Products of forest 
Revenue per 
l'ype of rate short-line 
car-mile 
Cents 
Cla 
Ex 0 
Com li ¢ 
All « 
Sec. 22 mm 
otal 2¢ 
TABLE 6—F. Manufactures and miscellaneous 
Revenue per 
lype of rate short-line 
car-mile 
Cents 
Class 68 
Exceptior 
Commodity 48 
All commodity 70 
dec. 22 quotation 232 
Pete oe oe em 50 
Source: Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent Carload Waybill 


Statistic 


, 1952 Terminations 
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Section III 


TABLE 7.— Distribution of Mountain-Pacific interstate interritorial carload ton- 
nage, short-line ton-miles, and revenues, all types of rutes combined, by rate 
territories 


Short-line 


Percent Percent) Revenue Percent 





Territorial movemen mnage ton-miles , 
lerritorial movement Tonnage of total le of total (dollars of total 
hundreds) 

From Mountain Pacific to 
Official 99. 683 37 2 629, 099 48 3. 160, 848 45 
Southern 12, 335 5 323. THE 6 428 938 6 
Western trunkline 118, 816 44 1, 808, 753 33 2, 446, 226 35 
Southwestern 36, 293 14 679, 263 12 951, 848 14 
Total 267, 127 100 5, 440, 881 100 6, 987, 860 100 

To Mountain Pacific from 
Official 56, 795 40) 1, 421, 785 47 3, 097, 167 52 
Southern 13, 062 9 $26, 784 11 448, 374 7 
Western trunkline 46, 190 33 849, 916 28 1, 834, 161 31 
Southwestern 24, 906 18 27, 277 14 602, 024 10 
rotal__.. 140, 953 100 025, 762 100 5, 981, 726 100 

Total to and from Mountain Pacific and 

Official 156, 478 Ig 4. 050, 884 48 6, 48 
Southern 25, 397 6 650. 550 8 7 
Western trunkline 165, 006 40) 2 658, 669 1 4 3 
Southwestern 61, 199 15 1, 106, 540 13 1 12 
Total 408, ORO 100 8, 466, 643 100 12, 969, 586 100 


TaBLeE 7—A.—Class rate traffic 


Short-line 


Percent Percent) Revenue (Percent 





ial moveme T re ton-r S . : 
lerritorial movement | Tonnage | of total | to? 1 le oftotal| (dollars) | of total 
| hundreds 

From Mountain Pacific to 
Official 387 39 9,910 49 28, 965 41 
Southern | 70 7 1. 490 7 9. 029 13 
Western trunkline 298 50) 4 23 11, 805 17 
Southwestern 248 25 4,161 21 21, 100 30 
otal 1,003 100 20, 114 100 70, 899 100 

To Mountain Pacific from 
Official 373 42 9, 238 55 44,042 7 
Southern 92 10 1, 668 10 5, 781 7 
Western trunkline 284 32 5, 694 22 17, 733 23 
Southwestern 130 15 2, 072 12 9, 969 13 
Total 879 100 16, 672 100 77, 525 LOO 

Total to and from Mountain Pacific and 

Official 760 40) 19, 148 52 73, 007 49 
Southern 162 rt) 8 9 14.810 10 
Western trunkline 5S? | &. 247 29 O9 538 2”) 
Southwestern ‘ S78 20 6, 233 17 31, 069 21 
Total... 1, 882 100 46. TRE 100 148, 424 1K 


Source: Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 19 rermination 
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TABLE 7—B.—Commodity rate traffic 


Short-line 








. . Percent Percent 
. hundred ee 
i M 
( aS f 605, 419 48 
68 ; 68 f 
\ k s ) { 1, 80K 4( 
thu AGS. Rf 
) " 94, 259 100 
Af ¢ I 
) { 2 14 4 
\ » ; , xu 
W } 84 9 814. 809 28 
est 4 18 { { 14 
\ 4 
( R9 8 07 18 
WW 
& { 1K 
} k 7 ( } e7 or le ftratt 
? 3 I t + 
| i ‘ ] Perce Percent 
€ t i t cs f? 
I M I 
' 4()4 4 ), 494 55 
» ) 72 1” 
W ‘ k line 2 106 11 
thu 497 99 
tal ' 19, 2. 1 
J fountain I 
Or 45 » ( 0 69 
S< ri ] } é 
Wester 2 f 2 S 2 
Southwe ert 2 4 208 2 
rotal n y2 10 ) 670 1K 
I nd fre Mounta wific and 
Of ] 19 48 17, 204 59 
Southert 9 ¢ 9 552 9 
Westert I 8 9 4’ G84 T 
pouthnweste \. 2. 4.483 15 
Tota f 10K 28, 92 100 
Source: Interstate Commerce Com! on 1 } nt Carload Waybill Statisties, 1 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Revenue 


1 


4 


lollars 


851, 392 
948, 378 


15 ROD 


660, 608 


23. 659 
563. 537 
0445 622 
S44 624 
ORS. 479 
439, OOF 
414.9299 
evenue 
lollar 





3 2090 

x 
36, 481 
04 
11,616 
101 
49, 292 


762 
13, 963 
& O78 
87, 501 


Percent 
of total 


100 


49 


100 


Percent 
of total 


20 


100 
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TABLE 7-D 


Short-line 


Percent 


Territorial movement Tonnage ftotal _ ,ton-mile 
oe’ (hundreds 
From Mountain Pacific t« 
Official 
Southern 
Western Trunkline it 61 1, 430 
southwestern 4.2 39 609 
Total 108 100 2 039 
To Mountain Pacific fror 
Official 117 28 3, 431 
Southern 28 7 743 
Western Trunkline 244 57 4 S68 
Southwestern 36 ~ 656 
Total 3 ; 425 100 8 698 
Total to and from Mountain Pacific and 
Official 117 22 3, 431 
Southert 28 5 743 
Western Trunkline 310 Ss 8 
Southwestern a 78 15 1, 265 
Total 533 100 10, 737 
TABI I 7 I Ser +4 q iotation tra fhe 


Short-line 


Territorial movement Tonnage ton-n 








5 *" | (hundreds 

From Mountain Pacific to 
Official 116 4 3, 276 
Southern 10 4 211 
Western Trunkline 47 18 318 
Southwestern : 87 33 1,411 
Total 260 100 216 

T'o Mountain Pacific from 
Official 447 16 10, 392 
Southern . 67 2 1,610 
Western Trunkline 1, 605 5S 24, 967 
Southwestern 666 24 12 7 
lotal 2, 785 100 19, 546 

Total to and from Mountain Pacific and 

Official 63 18 3. 668 
Southern 7 3 1, 821 
Western Trunkline 1,652 5 25, 28 
Southwestern 753 25 13, 988 
otal 3, 045 100 4 762 


Source: Interstate Commerce Commission 1 percent carload waybill 


All commodity rate tra flic 


Percent 
of total 


30 


100 


OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Revenue 


(dollars 





33, 006 


12, 704 


2, 284 
21, 839 
5, 435 
42, 262 


Revenue 


dollar 
11,422 
1,114 
1, 238 
4, 330 
18, 104 
55, 562 
8. 71; 


66, O84 
9, 827 
1) 375 


70, 284 


276, 


470 


tatistics, 1952 terminations 


Percent 


of total 


Percent 
of total 


100 


99 


0) 


26 


100 
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Tasie 8.—Revenue per short-line 
short-line lenath of 
carload trafiic. by rate territories 
lerritor movement 
From Mountain Pacific to 
Official 
Southern 
Western Trunkline 
Southwestern 
BO a 
l'o Mountain Pacific fron 
Official 
Southern 
Western Trunk ‘ 
Southwest 
ifrom Mountain Pacific and— 
Southw ’ 
tal ‘ 
TABL 
rerritorial movement 


From 
Official 
Southern 
Western 
Southwestern 


Mountain Pacific to 


rrunkline 


Total 


To Mountain Pacific from— 
Official 
Southern 
Western Trunkline 
Southwestern 


Total a as 


Total to and from Mountain Pacific and 
Official 
Southern 
Western Trunkline 


Southwestern 


Total 


Source: Interstate Commerce Commissic 


Bis As 2d 


SECTION 


1 


r-?) é 


lass 


Percent Carlo 


ner 


IV 





shor 


Line 


Revenue per 
short-line 
car-mile 


Cents 


rate tra fh 


Revenue per 
short-ling 


mil 
car-mile 


Cents 


69 
71 
67 


68 
06 


=9 
4 


58 
77 
76 


70 


14d Waybill Statistics, 1952 


ton-mili 


Revenue per 
short-line 


ton-mile 


Cents 
1. 20 


1. 28 
2.18 
1. 37 
2.16 


1.41 


1.98 
1. 54 
1. 35 
1.61 
1. 40 
1. 53 


Revenue per 
short-line 
ton-mile 


Cents 
2. 92 
6. 06 
2. 59 
5. 07 
4.77 
3. 47 
4. 80 
4.81 
4.65 
3. 81 
4.69 
3. 58 
4. 98 


4. 03 
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and average 


haul ner car. all Mountain Pacific interstate interterritorial 


Average 

short-line 

length of 
haul per car 








1, 843 
1, 675 
2,770 





Average 

short-line 

length of 
haul per car 


2, 578 
2, 004 
1, 312 
1, 862 


2, 035 


2, 584 
2; 12! 


1, 441 
1,715 


2, 065 


Terminations, 
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TaBLE 8—-B.—Commodity rate traffic 


Revenue per | Revenue per Bie ol 
Territorial movement short-line short-line Tensth of 
car-mile ton-mile haul per car 
From Mountain Pacific to- Cents Cents 
Official s 31 1.19 2, 665 
Southern 33 1. 29 2, 601 
Western Trunkline se 39 1.35 1, 585 
Southwestern 39 1. 37 | 1, 863 
Total ‘ e 35 1. 27 2, 101 
To Mountain Pacific from— 
Official . _- a ae 44 2.12 | 2, 52 
Southern _ _- i 38 | 1. 34 | 2, 492 
Western Trunkline : 2 2. 04 | 1, 858 
Southwestern cvaiebariia salsa : 43 1.27 | 1, 670 
Total... eaten wi a enwiviiel ; 43 1. 89 2,178 
Total to and from Mountain Pacific and | 
Official . _. 37 | 1. 51 | 2, 605 
Southern _ _. = ‘ 35 1.32 | 2. 547 
Western Trunkline.- -. : aobekae 40) 1. 56 1, 680 
Southwestern.......-- ie inde , 40 1.33 1, 792 
Total jon sGutidnsihae r Slatin ee 38 1.49 2, 131 
TaBLE 8-C.—Exception rate traffic 
A verage 


Revenue per | Revenue per short-line 





Territorial movement short-line short-line lensth of 
car-mile |  ton-mile haul per car 
From Mountain Pacific to— | Cents Cents 
Official . _. bieeududonen : Sdbadenenaea | 57 2.2 2, 707 
Southern saan ere 38 2.13 2, 684 
Western Trunkline esheets : . mas 24 1.11 1, 420 
Southwestern : _— = r gee aay 46 1.77 1, 368 
Total < teint eatin walasn wind BES aided 48 1. 98 | 2, 061 
To Mountain Pacific from— | | 
Official . _. al ; a 54 5. 44 | 2,114 
Southern _ _.- enwaba mages ts iuteckaiaawea sau 48 4.05 | 1, 452 
Western Trunkline._.--- a eae A le eee eens sen 57 | 4.51 | 1, 282 
OUI io widdancck auianadnvdcekesaedtos ; ao 54 2. 36 | 905 
PEs Saavhkdeecadeneenenee susidean eae gomseszeee 54 | 5.10 | 1, 810 
Total to and from Mountain Pacific and— | | 
I a a a ra aed Benes om Sn | 55 | 3. 47 | 
UN a Sey aatnmaianaiaane ie wadetads 39 | 2. 26 
We Tn tingdnapecanncakasbebganaackaseeeees | 46 | 2. 98 
I, iia igi icals tel an canndenedgkbioeee Se ctusdokde 47 | 1.80 | 
BEE cicencthindtmncsed i tedeninneweeneenteaewss | 51 | 3. 03 





Source: Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 1952 Terminations. 
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Cents 
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3 O00 
2, 652 
1, 735 
1, 597 
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length of 
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Source: Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent Carload Waybill Statistics, 1952 Terminations 
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EXHIBIT 3 
Testimony oF Lr. Cot. ANDREW PauL FLANAGAN 


I. C. C. Dockets Nos. 30416 and 30660 


My name is Andrew Paul Flanagan, Lieutenant Colonel, United States Army. 
I am Chief of the Adjustment and Classification Branch, Freight Traffie Division, 
Office, Chief of Transportation, Department of the Army, Washington, D. C 
As Chief of the Adjustment and Classification Branch I am responsible for rate 
negotiations with the carrier industry for the Departments of the Army and the 
Air Foree. I am a graduate of the University of California at Berkeley, Cal 
ifornia where | majored in economics and minored in transportation courses 
I attended the Golden Gate Traffic College at San Francisco, California. I have 
taken post graduate work in transporation at the University of Washington at 


Seattle, Washington. Iwas employed by a Class I rail carrier in various capacities 
including rate making tasks and held the position of city freight agent for that 
carrier on entry to active duty with the military in 1941 While serving with the 
Department of the Army my assignments to date have been almost exclusively in 
the field of traffic management. I am also a registered practitioner with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

The testimony which I am about to offer is on behalf of the Secretary of the 
Army, who by delegation of authority by the Department of Defense, represents 


the Departments of the Army, Air Force, and Navy, including the Marine Corps, 
and, by appropriate delegation of authority from the Administrator of General 
Services, I also represent the other executive agencies of the United States 
Government. It is recognized that various shipper groups may have conflicting 
interests in these proceedings. The Department of Defense and the other agencies 
represented by me do not favor any particular shipper, group of shippers, any 
particular territory, district or region. The Government is here as a shipper and 
is concerned solely with its own traffic and the impact of these proceedings on that 
traffic. The purpose of my testimony and the supporting exhibits is to show that 
the Government as a shipper, has a vital interest in the level of class rates, and 
that by the nature and consist of its traaffic, that class rates affect directly a 
substantial portion thereof. Indirectly, the level of class rates also has an affect 
upon quotations by carriers made under Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act 

The military departments find that in Mountain-Pacifie Territory 12 percent 
of their traffic is subject to class rates and that approximately an additional 
10 percent moves at rates submitted under the provisions of section 22 of the 








Interstate Commerce Act. On transcontinental traffic the military departments 
find that approximately 2 percent of their traffic is subject to class rates and that 
approximately an additional 11 percent moves on rates submitted through the 
medium of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act Two exhibits showing 
traffic of the military departments moving under section 22 within and to and from 
Mountain-Pacific Territory will be offered. It is understood, of course, that 
rates quoted under section 22 of the act are not in issue here It is desired to 
point out, however, that in the ab ‘e of section 22 rates, the applicable tariff 
rate for each and every shipment covered by these tw its would be a class 
rat This does not mean that in the absence of a sect 2 quotation, a com- 





he negotiated. Until 
sucl ild be made, however, cla rates would be applicable 
The immediate effect, therefore, of the cancellation of any of these quotations 
would be the application of class rates to such shipment 

It is apparent therefore, that in the absence of section 22 quotations approxi 
mately 22 percent of the military traffic for Mountain-Pacifie Territory and ap- 
proximately 13 percent of the military traffic for transcontinental territory would 
be subject to class rates. 

It is evident that the impact of changes in class rates on the traffic of the gov- 
ernmental departments and particularly on the traffic of the military depart- 
ments would be considerably more than may be inferred from the fact that 
Exhibit No. 2 (introduced by witness Robert T. Smith) shows that but a very 
small percentage of carriers total traffic moves at class rates. The Government’s 
traffic is not believed to be unique in this respect. There are undoubtedly other 
shippers whose traffic is to a substantial degree subject to class rates who would 
experience a similar impact. I want to emphasize that the Department of the 
Army, the agencies it represents and undoubtedly certain other shippers have a 
more substantial interest in these class rate cases than is indicated by the statis- 


modity rate or exceptions rating could or should not 
aaAyUstmMents Ce 
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wo 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


19 
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ORIGIN 


Panhandle, Nebr. 
Salem, Ore. 
Panhandle, Nebr. 
Bellemont, Aris. 
Charlestown, Ind. 
Ft. Estill, Ky. 
Provo, S. D. 
Coplant, Nebr. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Camp Pickett, Va. 
Woodburn, Ore. 
Provo, S. D. 
Firestone, Nebr. 
Proving Ground, Ill. 
Houston, Tex. 
Nixon, N. J. 
Mt. Estill, Ky. 
Bellemont, Aris. 
Culbertson, Pa. 
Defense, Tex. 
Culbertson, Pa. 
Charlestown, Ind. 
Joliet, Ill. 
Bellemont, Ariz. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Charlestown, Ind. 
Panhandle, Nebr. 


Wateon, Ind. 


DESTINATION 


Locoda, Ore. 
Memphis, Tenn. 

Port Chicago, Calif. 
Earle, N. J. 
Bellemont, Aris. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Locoda, Ore. 
Herlong, Calif. 
Earle, H. J. 
Barstow, Oalif. 
Memphis, Tenn. 
Locoda, Ore. 
Ordnance, Ore, 
Locoda, Ore. 
Tangair, Calif. 
Heriong, Calif. 
Thorne, Nev. 

Earle, HN. J. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 

Port Chicago, Calif. 
Theodore, Ala. 
Defense, Tex. 
Herlong, Calif. 


Part Chicago, Calif. 


Herlong, Calif. 





BEFORE THE INTER 


STATEMENT SHOWING TRANS—CONTINENTAL TERRITORY SECTION 22 
MOVED DURING THE PER 


RATES IN CENTS PER 10 


3 5 6 7 

NUMBER TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE MILE 

oF MILLIONS OF /L WEIGHT SHO 

Ammunition, fixed, NOIBN, for Cannon 210 22 108000 141 
Soldiers Rations 160 17 106000 238 
Ammunition, fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 130 14 108000 132 
Mines, Explosives 110 13 117000 2ke2 
Powler, Smokeless for cannon 90 8 95000 169 
Bombs, Explosive 70 8 111000 251 
Projectiles, for cannon, Explosive 80 ® 98000 136 
Ammnition, fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 100 & 80000 135 
; : : , 70 6 94000 279 
Tanks, Army Tractor w/guns atd. 50 6 108000 265 
Soldiers Rations 60 6 98000 236 
Bombs, Explosive 50 5 104000 136 
. . 50 5 107000 158 
Ammunition, fixed, Jorsy, for cannon a 5 106000 210 
Tanks, Army Tractor w/gons 70 4 63000 18¢ 
Ammnition, fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 4o 4 94000 287 
Bombs, Explosive 30 y 109000 235 
Ammunition, fixed, NOIEN, for cannon 30 u 107000 2k 
Tanks, Army Tractor w/guns ~ 3 95000 279 
: , : P 40 3 93000 197 
Fuses, Detonating ao 3 92000 289 
Powier, Smokeless, for cannon ~, 3 84000 226 
Projectiles, for cannon, Explosive 30 3 106000 21s 
Mines, Explosive 30 3 104000 16: 
Ammunition, fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 30 3 97000 195 
Powder, Smokeless, for cannon 30 3 86000 ai€ 
Bosbs, Explosives 30 3 103000 132 
Powder, Smokeless, for cannon ho 3 71000 216 
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{ SECTION 22 TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE RXEIBIT NO 
RING THE PERIOD 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 wiTwrss a. Po FLauaGak™ 
SENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES DATB 
7 © g 10 11 12 13 

AGE MILEAGE MINIMUM C/L CAR MILE EARNINGS BASED TON MILE EARNINGS BASED REVEWE FOR TOTAL 
SIGHT SHORT RATE WEIGHT ON SHORT LINE MILES ON SHORT LINE MILES SHIPMENTS ON TOTAL APPLICABLE RATE IN ABSENCE OF 
a” ee. POUNDS CENTS — ———__OETS ss _WEIGHT (DOLLARS) SECTION 22 QUOTATION RaTR 
) 141g 469 50000 357.2 6.6 1,031 ,800.00 72 
0 2385 164 $0000 72.9 1.4 278, 800.00 508 
) 1322 430 50000 351.4 6.5 602,000.00 663 
) 2429. «721 «= 50000 347.3 5.9 937,300.00 gi2 

1691 627 50000 352.0 7.4 501,600.00 693 
) 2514 668 50000 294.9 5.3 534,400.00 1006 
) 1367 469 50000 336.2 6.9 375,200.00 721 
) 1359 460 50000 270.8 6.8 368 ,000.00 707 
) 2799 737 50000 247.5 53 4k2 , 200.00 1134 
) 2651 47s 60000 194.7 3.6 286 ,800.00 kel 
) 2367 164 80000 67.9 1.4 98 400.00 508 
) 1367 469 50000 356.8 6.9 234,500.00 7a 
) 1580 499 50000 337-9 6.3 249 , 500,00 767 
: 2105 481 50000 242.2 46 340 , 500.00 1047 
: 1800 266 60000 93.1 2.6 106,400.00 360 
D 2836 739 50000 24.9 5.2 295 600.00 1137 
D 2353 644 = 50000 298.3 5-5 257 ,600.00 992 
‘ 2429 =721 = 50000 317.6 5.9 288 ,400.00 912 
‘ 279% 465 60000 158.1 3.3 139,500.00 606 
» 1976 266 60000 125.2 2.7 79,800.00 375 
‘ 2896 761 50000 241.8 5.3 228 , 300.00 1132 
0 2255 649 50000 241.8 5.8 194, 700.00 715 
) 2196 46 651s: 50000 314.2 5.9 195,300.00 1002 
) 1638 593 50000 376.5 7.2 177,900.00 Ths 
) 1996 572 50000 278.0 5.7 171,600.00 eso 
) 2162 645 50000 256.6 6.0 193,500.00 17 
> 1322 430 50000 335.0 6.5 129 ,000.00 663 
) 2161 645 50000 211.9 6.0 193,500.00 17 


* » RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 











ORIGIN 
Provo, S$. D. 
Bellemont, Ariz. 
Royce, 3. J. 
Camp Robinson, Ark. 
Panhandle, Nebr. 
Joliet, Ill. 
Coplant, Nebr. 
Panhandle, Nebr. 
Lordstown, Ohio 
Killeen, Tex. 
Parsons, Kans. 
Mankato, Minn. 
Joliet, Ill. 
Atlas, Qhio 


Milan, Tenn. 


Memphis, Tenn. 
Proving Ground, Ill. 
West Burlington, Iove 
Shumaker, Ark. 
Calcium, H. Y. 
Joliet, Dl. 
Houston, Tex. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Milan, Tenn. 


Defense, Tex. 


Ore 


Ordnar e, 


DESTINATION 
Locoda, Ore. 
Milan, Tenn. 
Le Angeles, Calif. 
Camp Cooke, Calif. 
Lecoda, Ore. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
. ® ® 
Thorne, Nev. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Barstow, Calif. 
Locoda, Ore. 
Mire Loma, Calif. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Locoda, Ore. 
Herlong, Calif. 
Oakland, Cal if. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Locoda, Ore. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Camp Cooke, Ca if. 
Herlong, Calif. 
Camp Murray, Wash. 
Rock Island, Ill. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Eerlong, Caif. 


Fort Knox, Ky. 
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STATEMENT SHCWING TRANS-CCRTINENTAL TERRITORY SECTIOK 2: 


Ww 


COMMODITY 
Powler, Smokeless, for cannon 
Ammnition, Fixed, HOIBN, for cannon 


Aprons, Armored 

Army Tracta Tanks w/gune 
Bombs, Explosive 

Fuses, Detonating 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBE, for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 

Tanks, Army Tractor w/guns 


Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Soldiers Rat ions 

ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Projectiles for cannon, Explosive 
Apmunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Bridges, Pontoon, Military o/t Foot 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOCIBH, for cannon 
Projectiles for cannon, NCIBY 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBH, for cannon 
Tanks, Army Tractor w/gune 

Puzes, Detonating 

Tanks, Army Tractar wv/guns 

® * . s 


Pures, Detonating 


Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for canron 


\ 
NUMBER 
OF 
CARLOADS 


20 


SSseseseseeve GS 


88 8 8 8 8 


8 8 5 


8 


10 


10 


10 


10 


MOVED DURIKG THE F= 


RATES IR CERTS PER 1 


5 6 

TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE MIL! 
MILLICIS OF C/L WEIGHT SH 
POUNDS _—§_—___ POURDS _LL 
2 99000 13 

2 115000 153 

2 74000 29% 

2 79000 19¢ 

2 105000 14} 

2 90000 21 

2 88000 15° 

2 96000 11¢ 

2 95000 uy 

2 94000 14) 

2 112000 206 

2 80000 198 

2 81000 216 

e 97000 25) 

2 94000 21) 

3 45000 22k 

1 87000 208 

1 104000 208 

1 69000 2x 

1 80000 206 

1 78000 19¢ 

1 63000 2ke 

1 85000 196 

1 82000 233 

1 103000 198 

1 100000 2a 
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SHEET 2 
SECTIOK 22 TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SRIFMETS OF 1,000,000 POURTS OR MORE Seeeeee ee 30660 
KG THE FIRIOD 1 JUNE 1951 TERU 31 MAY 1 + BU 
95 3 952 wityess «a P. WLAWAGaN 
KTS PZR 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL ISCREASES DATE = 





7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

GE MILEAGE MINIMUM C/L CAR MILE EARNINGS BASED TON MILE ZARINGS BASED REVENUE FOR TOTAL 

GH? § SHORT RATE WEIGHT ON SHCRT LIT MILES OW SHORT LINE MILES SEIPMESTS ON TOTAL APPLICABLE RATE IN ABSENCE OF 

S  _LIKFE © _ POUSDS CENTS CEFTS WEIGHT (DOLLARS) SECTION 22 WOTATICN RATE 
1367 469 50000 339-6 6.9 93,800.00 527 
1520 572 50000 432.8 705 114,400.00 _ 
292 506 50000 127.9 3.5 101,200.00 633 
1969 278 60000 111.5 2.8 55,600.00 ula 
luis = 469: 50000 347.3 6.6 93,800.00 121 
2189 651 50000 267.7 5.9 130,200.00 1002 
1590 495 50000 274.0 6.2 99,000.00 162 
1167 407 50000 334.8 7.0 81,400.00 626 
2k75 424 60000 162.7 3.4 84,800.00 595 
1416 266 60000 176.3 3.2 53,200.00 332 
2064 537 50000 291.4 5.2 107,400.00 826 
1984 155 80000 62.5 1.6 31,000.00 330 
2196 651 50000 240.1 5.9 130,200.00 1002 
2572 742 50000 279.8 5.8 148 400.00 sabi 
2147 633 50000 277-3 5.9 126,600.00 973 
22ka 164 40000 32.8 1.4 4g , 200.00 863 
2085 630 50000 263.0 6.0 63,000.00 970 
2088 652 50000 324.8 6.2 65,200.00 seh 
2202 576 50000 180.5 5.2 57,600.00 886 
2968 465 60000 125.3 3.1 46 ,£00.00 512 
1965 616 50000 264. 5 6.3 61,600.00 guy 
24g1 296 60000 74.9 2.4 29 ,600.00 52h 
1967 288 60000 124.5 2.9 28 ,800.00 52h 
2317 668 50000 236.5 5.2 66 ,800.00 974 
1986 546 50000 283.3 5.5 54,600.00 BuO 
2a8 631 50000 278.2 5.6 63,100.00 972 
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LINE HO. 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
Ta 
72 
73 
74 


15 


ORIOnN 
Jeffers, Nebr. 
Kingsbury, Ind. 
Crane, Ind. 
Haywood, Okla. 
Savanna, Okla. 
Crane, Ind. 
Jeffers, Nebr. 
Cohasset, Mass. 
Provo, S. D. 
Fert Estill, Ky. 
Fort Estill, Ky. 


Panhandle, Nebr. 


Proving Ground, Ill. 


Jeffers, Nebr. 
Thorne, Nev. 
Fridley, Minn. 
Crane, Ind. 
Panhandle, Nebr. 
McAlester, Okla. 
Crane, Ind. 


Jeffere, Nebr. 


DESTINATION 


Westminister, Calif. 


Thorne, Nev. 


Bangor, Wash. 


Hawthorne, Nev. 
Bangor, Wash. 
Hawthorne, Nev. 
Locoda, Ore. 
Thorne, Nev. 
Bangor, Wash. 
Thorne, Nev. 
Hawthorne, Nev. 
Thorne, Nev 
Flour Bluff, Tex. 


Velox, Wash. 


Westminister, Calif. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 








BEFORE THE IN’ 


STATEMENT SHOWING TRANS-CONTINENTAL TERRITORY SECTION 
MOVED DURING THE I 


COMMODITY 
Bombs, Explosive 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 
Ammnition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 
Amminition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIEN, for cannon 


Bombs, Explosive, 


fn f 
" n 
n " 
n n 


Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 
Gun Carrieges & Mounts 
Bombs, Explosive 
f n 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN, for cannon 


Bombs, Explosive 


" fn 


4 


NUMBER 
OF 


CARLOADS 


“3 
30 
20 
15 
20 
120 


10 


15 


10 
100 
30 
30 
10 


2l 


155 
60 


RATES IN CENTS PEI 


5 6 
TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE i 
MILLIONS OF ¢/L WEIGHT 

POUNDS POUNDS 
3 85000 
3 100000 
2 103000 
2 118000 
2 95000 
13 107000 
1 92000 

1 85000 

5 109000 

3 92000 

1 100000 
10 100000 

4 116000 

2 66000 

1 83000 

3 61000 

3 67000 

7 102000 

2 89000 

13 84000 

5 83000 





gE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSIC SHEET 3 
ICC DOCKET 30660 


Y SECTION 22 TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMEPTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE EXHIBIT NO, 
RING THE PERIOD 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 WITNESS 4A, ~P, FLANAGAN 
DATE 





CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES "7 








7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
AGE MILEAGE MINIMUM C/L CAR MILE EARNINGS BASED TON MILE EARNINGS BASED REVENUE FOR TOTAL 
SI CRT SHORT RATE WEIGHT ON SHORT LINE MILES ON SHORT LINE MILES SHIPMENTS ON TOTAL APPLICABLE RATE IN ABSENCE OF 
ms _ LIME _* _ poums CENTS CENTS WEIGHT (DOLLARS) «SECTION 22 QUOTATION RATE 
00 1695 537 50000 269.3 6.3 161,100.00 768 
200 2098 657 50000 313.1 6.3 197,100.00 1110 
00 ohes 721 50000 305.8 5.9 144,200.00 1110 
00 2322 48©= 62 50000 331.4 5.6 130 , 400.00 1004 
00 2342 = 652 50000 264.5 5.6 130,400.00 1004 
00 2155 657 50000 326.2 6.1 854,100.00 1010 
00 1861 537 50000 265.4 5.8 53,700.00 826 
00 3023s 75 50000 211.2 5.0 75,100.00 1155 
00 1367 469 50000 373.9 6.9 234,500.00 721 
00 2352 644 50000 251.9 5.5 193,200.00 991 
00 2637 707 50000 268.1 5.4 70 , 700.00 1088 
00 1167 4O7 50000 348.8 7.0 407 ,000.00 626 
00 1923 606 50000 365.6 6.3 242,400.00 933 
00 4yy 472 50000 215.7 6.5 94,400.00 725 
00 2261 566 50000 207.8 5.0 56,600.00 871 
00 1466 266 60000 110.7 3.6 79 ,800.00 467 
00 2198 721 50000 219.7 6. 216 , 300.00 922 
00 1322 469 50000 361.9 7.1 328 , 300.00 721 
00 1858 537 50000 257.4 5.2 107 ,400.00 826 
200 2318 © ©72l 50000 260.9 6.2 937,300.00 1014 
00 1603 495 50000 257.3 6.2 247 ,500.00 762 


* — PATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 








Southern Freight Association 201 C 
Southwestern Lines Mileage 4 E 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Ry 9900 D 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy RR 9000 E 


Chicago, Milwaukee, St Paul & Pacific RR 11850 
Chicago and Northwestern Ry 14260 E 


Great Northern Ry 400 C 















Lehigh Valley RR Mileage Tariff 


New York, New Haven & Hartford RR 1150 

New York Central A 1458 

Northern Pacific Ry 1500 I 
Pennsylvania RR 500 B 
Southern Pacific Company 420 D 
Spokane, Portland & Seattle Ry 685 K 
Union Pacific RR 4000 A 


Western Maryland Ry Distance Table No. 


Western Pacific RR 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR RATES 


Trans—Continental Freight Bureau 38 H ICC 

7 . . . 61 0 Icc 

Southwestern Lines Tariff 251 C ICc 
" " " n . 

252 C IcC 

a " " 254 B “ICC 

. . . " SW/E 1005 ce 

" " r " SW 1004 Tcc 

ae ot " — SW/W 1006 Tec 

Pacific Southcoast Freight Bureau 26V cc 

" “ " " 258 Icc 

National Rate Basis Tariff No. 1 Icc 


15k9 
1540 
397 
3987 
3571 
3998 
3997 
3999 
1540 
1389 
3931 


AUTHORITY FOR DISTANCES 


ICC 


Icc 


Ice 


Ice 


Icc 


Icc 


Statement of Shortest Rail Distances Furnished by Carriers 























Agent W. J. Prueter 

" non " 

- F. C. Kratameir 

n oon " 

" n om + 

" nom ” 

" non " 

" non ” 

- Je P. Haynes 

" nou “ 

“ We. Je Prueter 
1054 Agent C. A. Spaning 
3926 " ¥, C, Krateme 
14399 
20386 
B5894 
11093 
AS710 


Toc §6—C:s «28325 


cc = F_ 3050 
Tce 16802 
TCC 9759 
cc 2950 
cc 4687 
cc 732 
rec 5325 
Tec 8897 





SHEET & 
TCC DOCKET NO. 30660 





EXHIBIT NO, 
WITNESS A. P. FLANAGAN 
DATE 
rueter 
ratameir 
layne s 
Prueter 
» A. Spaninger 
» C. Kratemeir 
E67386 








STATEMENT SHOWING TRANS=CONTINENTAL TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAF? 


AND EFFE 





RATES IN C 
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 

NUMBER TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS 
OF WEIGHT SHORT CLASSIFICATT 
LINE NO. ORIGIN DESTINATION COMMODITY CARLOADS POUNDS LINE. CFC 20 UFC 
1 Bellbluff, Va. Oakland. Calif. Parachutes, NOIBN 4o 2000000 51000 3022 1 100 
3 Louisville, Ky. " * Stores, Medical 43 1800000 4.0000 2,07 3 70 
4 Edinburg, Ind. " " Impedimenta, Military 83 1700000 24,000 2356 3 70 
5 March Field, Calif. Lake Charles, La. ® . 33 1300000 39000 1733 3 7 
6 Portland, Ore. Marion, Ohio Parts, Portable Bridge, Wooden 13 100000 83000 2399 B 27 
7 .Fort Lewis, Wash. New York, N. Y. Impedimenta, Military 23 1000000 45000 2918 3 70 
8 Camp Pickett, Va. Barstow, Calif. Trucks, Army Tractor Tank Recovery 7 800000 123000 2651 A 4s 
9 Moses Lake, Wash. Brooklyn, N. Y. Impedimenta, Military 20 700000 36000 2719 3 70 
10 Bergs, Tex. Oakland, Calif. ° " 10 700000 71000 1832 3 70 
eI Rock Island, Tl. . ° Guns, NOIBN bore 6" or over 23 600000 30000 2076 4 55 
12 Fort Lewis, Wash. Stapleton, L. I., N. Y. Impedimenta, Military 20 600000 36000 292k 3 70 
13 Moses Lake, Wash. Jersey City, Ne Je e . 26 600000 24,000 2717 3 70 
us Rock Island, Mi. Oakland, Calif. Firearms, NOIBN 10 600000 57000 2076 2 85 
15 . " " ° . Tubes, Gun Barrell, Artillery 7 500000 82000 2076 4 56 
16 Oakland, Calif. Kansas City, Mo. Records, Office, Old 10 500000 52000 1871 A 5 
17 Fort Hood, Tex. Goldtree, Calif. Impedimenta, Military 10 500000 52000 1681 3 70 
18 St. Louis, Mo. Oakland, Calif. Stores, Medical 10 500000 50000 2148 3 70 
19 Rock Island, Til. " " Guns, NOIBN bore under 6" 7 1.00000 62000 2076 k 5S 
20 Detroit, Mich. lyoth, Calif. Helmets, Military, Steel 10 14,00000 440000 24,76 4 5S 
21 Hampton, Va. Cordero, Calif. Impedimenta, Military 10 4400000 38000 3050 3 70 
22 Rock Island, 111. Oakland, Calif. Parts, Gun Mount, NOIBN 7 1,00000 56000 2076 4 5S 
23 Valdosta, Ga. Victorville, Calif. Impedimenta, Military 10 400000 55000 2348 3 70 
2h Joliet, Dl. Muroc, Calif. Bombs, Practice, Concrete 7 400000 54,000 2006 E 27 
25 Charlotte, N. C. Los Angeles, Calif. Carriers, Pack 7 400000 54,000 2539 3 70 
26 Fort Bragg, Ne Co Oakland, Calif. Mounts, Gun 10 300000 35000 3050 4 55 
27 Seattle, Wash. Rock Island, Tl. Shoes, Noibn 3 300000 100000 1967 2 70 
28 Capac, Mich. Iyoth, Calif. Liners, Helmet, Plastic 13 300000 2,000 2453 2 8S 
29 Mobase, Wash. Rock Island, Ml. Stocks, Gun in the white 7 300000 48000 1983 4 45 





BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 























SHEET 1. 
RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 200,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED DURING THE PERIOD 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 oan ae a 
AND EFFECT OF PRESENT PROPOSED AND ICC DOCKET 28300 SCALE RATES #1 NESS A. P. Flanagan 
RATES IN CERTS PER 100 POUNDS NO? INCLUDING EX PAHTE 175 INCREASES DATE A 
8 9 10 nu 2 13 Wy 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
REVENUE FOR TOTAL SHIPMENTS ON 

TReSTTITTH ase of SHT RATES = # — CAR a EARNINGS TON ae ee __ TOTAL WEIGHT wt, 

CFC 20 UFC1 CFC 20 UFC1 PRESENT FROPOSED 26300 PRESENT PROPOSED (26300 PRESENT PROPOSED 28300 PRESENT PROPOSED _28300_ 
1 100 LOOOOR 12000R 980 816 755 165.64 13767 127.4 6.5 Sek 5.0 196,000.00 163,200.00 151,000.00 
3 70 30000 30000 632 500 4hS 105.0 83.1 74.0 5.3 42 307 113,760.00 90,000.00 80,100.00 
3 70 24,000 21,000 629 500 438 64.1 50.9 4h.6 5.3 4e2 3.7 106,930.00 85,000.00 7ly460.00 
3 70 4000 24,000 Su, 452 347 115-7 =: 1017 78.0 5.9 562 4.0 66,820.00 58,760.00 45,110.00 
B 27% 0000 40000 391 196 172 135.3 67.8 5925 22 1.6 lel 43,010.00 21,560.00 18,920.00 
3 70 24006 24000 731 571 515 112.7 88.1 T9 ols 5.0 329 365 73,100.00 57,100.00 51,500.00 
A 4S 40000 14,0000 408 367 308 189.3 170e2 142.8 3.1 2.8 203 32,640.00 29,360.00 2,640.00 
3 70 2,000 21,000 686 50k 4,87 90.8 6607 64.5 5.0 3-7 3.6 48,020.00 35,280.00 34, 5090.00 
3 70 2000 24,000 ug1 405 361 190.2 156.9 139.9 Sel; bel 309 34,270.00 28,350.00 25,270.00 
4 5! 30000 30000 Sol 355 31 72 ol 51.3 Lh.9 4.8 3eh 3.0 30,060.00 21,300.00 18,660.00 
3 70 21,000 2,000 731 571 515 90.0 1003 63.l 5.0 3.9 3.5 43,860.00 3,260.00 30, 900.00 
3 70 24,000 21,000 686 504 4,87 60.6 bye5 4320 5.0 307 36 41,160.00 30,210.00 29,220.00 
2 85 30000 30000 Til Sug 4,80 195.2 15007 131.8 6.8 5.3 46 42,660.00 32,940.00 28,800.00 
4 55 30000 30000 501 355 3 19709 140.2 122.8 48 3k 3.0 25,050.00 17,750.00 15,550.00 
A 45 kooooR 1,OOOOR 360 275 234 100.0 76.4 65.0 3.8 2.9 2.5 18,000.00 13,750.00 11,700.00 
3 70 2000 21,000 h91 405 340 151.8 125.2 105.1 5.8 4.8 4.0 24,550.00 20,250.00 17,000.00 
3 70 30000 30000 597 452 403 13809 10502 9308 566 be2 328 29,850.00 22,600.00 20,150.00 
4 55 30000 30000 501 355 31 149.6 106.0 92.8 4.8 3k 3.0 20,040.00 14,200.00 12 l4s0.00 
\ 55  20000R 2,000R 542 393 355 87.6 63.5 57 ols hel 3.2 2.9 21,680.00 15,720.00 14,200.00 
3 70 21,000 24,000 727 571 529 9065 Tl. 6509 4.8 307 325 29,080.00 22,840.00 21,160.00 
4 SS 30000 30000 501 355 311 135.2 9528 83.9 4.8 3el 3.0 20,040.00 14,200.00 12 ,lus0.00 
3 70 2000 2,000 595 52h 431 139eh 122.7 101.0 Sel 4ed 307 23,800.00 20,960.00 17,20,00 
E 27% 50000 50000 199 187 151 5306 50.3 40.6 2.0 1.9 1.5 79960200 7,480.00 6,040.00 
3 70 18000R 30000 623 564 459 132.5 120.0 97.6 hed Led 3.6 24,920.00 22,560.00 18,360.00 
4 55 30000 30000 575 U9 41s 66.0 5165 47.6 328 2.9 s.7 17,250.00 13,470.00 12,450.00 
2 70 2,000R 2,000R 754 452 378 383.3 22928 192.2 Te? eb 3.8 22,620.00 13,560.00 11,340.00 
2 85  12000R 12000R 775 607 54.8 758 590 = 53.0 6.3 50 Led 23,250.00 16,210.00  16,10.00 
4 45 30000 30000 529 291 245 128.0 7004 593 53 209 265 15,870.00 8,730.00 79350200 
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LINE NO. 


30 
31 
32 
33 
Su 
35 
% 
37 
38 


Ve) 


ul 


€ 


46 
47 
48 
hd 
50 


51 


53 


55 
56 
57 
58 
59 


Philadelphia, Pa. 
Memphis, Tem. 
Columbus, Ohio 
Herlong, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Watervliet, N. I. 
arwy Point, Calif. 
Fort Lee, Va. 
Owaseo, Mich. 
Joliet, Ol. 


Augusta, Ga. 


Camp Pickett, Va. 
Crestview, Fla. 
Columbas, Ohio 
Burlington, WN. C. 
Port Blise, Tex. 
Jeffersonville, Ind. 
. . 
Houston, Tex. 
LaCarne, Ohio 
Defroit, Mich. 
Hartford, Conn. 
Crane, Ini. 
Columbus, Ohio 


Kingsbury, Ind. 
Boston, Mass. 


Ta@rrington, Conn. 


Otis, Kans. 


DEST. NATION 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 

. . 
Byrrum, Ala. 
Brockley, Ala. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Fort Mason, Calif. 
Lake City, Mo. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Lyoth, Calif. 
Herlong, Calif. 


Arwy Point, Calif. 


Oakland, Calif. 
. . 
Mobase, Wash. 
Richland, Wash. 
Fort Lewis, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Auburn, Wash. 
Pomona, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Thorne, Nev. 


Hawthorne, Nev. 


Thorne, Nev. 


Hawthorne, Nev. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 


Mountain View, Calif. 


CCM OvITY 
Instruments, Musical, wind 
Helmets , Steel, Military 

® * . 
Scout Cars, Armored 
Fils, Motion Picture 
Puses, Tracer or Time 
Guns, NOLEN bore unter 

o * * * i 
lmpedimenta, Military 
Lockers, Army Trunk 
Bombs, Practice, Concrete 


Gun Stocks, finished 


Impedimenta, Military 

« r 
Ouns, Howitsers 
Stores, Ordnance 
Impedimenta, Military 
Helmets, Steel, Military 
Ranges, Army, Field 


Guvw, Howitsers 


Stores, Ordnance 


Gases, NOIBM, O/T Poison, Compressed 


NUMBER 


CARLOADS 


10 


10 


10 


we we we we 


10 


70 
10 


TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L 
WEIGHT 
PCUNDS 


300000 
300000 
300000 
300000 
300000 
300000 
300000 
200000 
200000 
200000 
200000 


200000 


200000 
200000 
200000 
400000 
4.700000 
200000 
300000 
400000 
4500000 
1.000000 
300000 
500000 
500000 
4.00000 
700000 
400000 
700000 


24,000 
47000 
29000 
26000 
25000 
76000 
76000 
74000 
71,000 
71000 


67000 


33000 


62000 


42000 
37000 
32000 
30000 
40000 
64000 


100000 


45000 
53000 
100000 
48000 
73000 
40000 


VTLFAGE 
SHORT 
LINE 
2694 
229 
2505 


2374 


2227 
3025 
1865 
3027 


1965 
2a6 


2990 
2596 
2403 
2751 
1957 
2362 
2350 
2326 
2354 
2310 
2948 
2155 


2321 
2098 
3016 


3133 
1807 





STATEMENT SHOWING TRANS—CONTININTAL TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRu 
AND EI 


Rafts 1 


RATINGS 





1 
4 
4 


~ 


cr fF ww 


r-F wee hlUhh 


—— w w we we a w ve) eo e wn oe Ne wa er w w 


CLASSTFYCH 
CFC 20 


( 


] 





REFORE THE INTERSTATE COVYFRCE COMMISSION SHEET 2 


ICC DOCKET 30660 
SS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPWENTS OF 200,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED DURING THE PERIOD 1 JUWE 1951 THRU 31 maY 1952 


AND EFFECT OF PRESENT PROPOSED AND ICC DOCKET 28300 SCALE RATES hen . 
RaTES IS CEFPS PER 100 POUNDS BOF INCLUDING EX PARTE 175 INCREASES ee ”" 
é 9 10 n 12 2B wy 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
REVENUE FOR TOTAL SHIPMENTS Om 

RATINGS VINIMUM C/L WEIGHT RATE @ CAR MILE EARNINGS TON MILE EARNINGS TOTAL WEIGHT (DOLLARS) 
CFC 20 UPC] CPC 20 UPC © PRESENT PROROSED 26300 mesint PROMOS 26300 rrusint PROPOSED 26300 PRESENT RORWED 26300 

1 100 1.0000R 10000R 905 &6 T25 Sel 6767 &.1 6.3 5.6 5.0 27,150.00 24,480.00 21,750.00 
4 55 2.0000R 24,000R 496 355 327 103.6 The2 68,3 bel 302 2.9 14,880.00 10,650.00 9,810.00 
4 55 20000R 24,000R SLO uu 360 62.5 47.6 41.6 43 323 269 16,200.00 12,330.00 10, 800,00 
2 85 16000R 16000R 730 536 531 7909 58.7 58.2 6.1 4.5 h.5 21,900.00 16,080.00 15,930.00 
1 100 AQ AQ 740 Tl 560 89.9 86.8 68.1 702 6.9 Sel 22,200.00 21,420.00 16, 800.00 
3 70 30000 30000 6a 460 47 211.9 157.0 1k2.3 5.6 ued 3.7 18,630.00 13,800.00 12,510.00 
4 55 3O00OR JOOOOR 600 hho 415 150.7 112.8 104.3 4.0 3.0 2.7 18,000.00 13,470.00 12,450.00 
4 55 30000R 30000R U7 355 286 188.2 140.9 3.5 Sel 3.8 3.1 9,480.00 7,100.00 5,720.00 
3 70 24000 24,000 720 $71 529 168.9 133.9 124.1 48 3.8 305  Uyls0.00 11,420.00 10,580.00 
\ 55 24000R  § 24,000R S40 393 39 15705 hb 101.8 bel 302 2.9 10,800.00 7,860.00 6,980.00 
E 274 50000 50000 199 165 ag 67.9 56.3 50.8 1.8 1.5 1.3 3,980.00 3,300.00 2,980.00 
4 55 30000 30000 551 4ll 393 127.1 94.8 90.6 3.9 2.9 2.8 11,020. 8,220.00 7,860.00 
3 70 2,000 24,000 73 5711 522 78.6 63.0 57.6 4.8 3.8 365 14,260.00 11,420.00 10,440.00 
3 70 24,000 24,000 636 524 466 151.9 125.2 11.3 Led 4.0 306 =: 12 T20.00 10,480.00 9,320.00 
4 55 30000R  30000R 606 &11 39 20.7 136.8 116.2 5.0 3els 2.9  12,1D.00 8,220.00 6,980.00 
3 70 30000 30000 67 504 L9G 102.4 77.0 75.0 4.9 307 3.6 26,840.00 20,160.00 19, 760.00 
3 70 24000 24,000 590 447 378 111.5 84.5 1.5 6.0 4.6 369 277,300.00 210,090.00 177,660.00 
b 55 2. 0000R 20000R 593 393 3uL 60.4 5303 46.6 5.0 323 265 11,860.00 7,860.00 6,880.00 
5 Lo 30000 30000 U8 286 246 61.8 36.5 31k uel 20k 2.1 4,520.00 8,580.00 7,380.00 
4 55 30000R  30000R 497 3ub 338 85.5 59.1 $6.1 ueB 3.0 2.5 19,880.00 13,760.00 13,520.00 
4 55 30000R 3 Q000R 606 4 34 164.7 11167 9365 Sel 3.5 2.9 272,700.00) 184,950.00 154,800.00 
3 70 30000 30000 632 470 431 27304 203.5 186.6 5.5 uel 3.7 63,200.00 47,000.00 43,100,900 
3 70 30000 30000 TUs 538 $15 Ws5e3 =: 10967 105.0 4.8 307 305 21,420.00 16,U0.00 15,450.00 
3 70 30000 30000 632 470 Los 131.9 98.1 8.8 5.9 bel 3.8 31,600.00 23,500.00 20,300.00 z 
3 70 30000 30000 659 u93 Wl 150.5 112.6 98.4 5.7 4.2 3.7 32,950.00 24,650.00 21,550.00 
3 70 30000 30000 632 70 396 301.2 224.9 188.8 6.0 4.5 3.8 25,280.00 18,800,.0 15 , 440.00 
3 70 30000 30 000 Ts 538 529 113.6 85.6 84.2 ue? 3.6 365  &9,980.00 37,660.00 37,030. 00 
3 70 30000 30000 731 sn Su3 170.3 133.0 126.5 eT 326 365 29,240.00 22, 40.00 21,720.00 
3 70 30000 30000 520 405 357 5.1 89.7 79.0 5.8 4.5 leO 36,400,00 28,350.00 24,990.00 


@ = KATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 








TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR RATES 


Trans-Continental Freight Bureau 


n " n " 


Pacific Southcoast Freight Bureau 


n n " n 


Southwestern Lines SW/E 


" " n Sw 
" n n SW ia 
n n n sw/s 


National Rate Basis Tariff No. l 


38 H 

61 0 

26V 
258 
1005 
1004, 
1006 
1007 


IcC 1549 Agent W. 
IcC 150 " " 
Icc 15h0 " J 
el 
Icc 3998 " FPF. 
IcC 3997 P q 
a 
Icc 4000 * *® 


Ice A 3931 " W. 


AUTHORITY FOR DISTANCES 


Statement of Shortest Rai 
Southern Freight Association 


Southwestern Lines Mileage 


201 C 


LE 


Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Ry 9900 D 


Chivago, Milwaukee St Paul & Pacific RR 11850C 


Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St Louis Ry 21 


Delaware and Hudson RR 

Grand Trunk Railway System 

Great Northern Ry 

New York, New Haven & Hartford RR 
Northern Pacific Railway 
Pennsylvania RR Company 
Sacramento Northern Ry 

Southern Pacific Company 

Staten Island Rapid Transit Ry 
Union Pacific Railroad 


Wabash Railroad Company 


Western Pacific Railroat 


ICC 1054 Agent 
Icc 3926 * 

ICC 14399 

ICC B 5894 
8515 
2 cc 13731 


ICC 


526 C ICC A 2960 
400 C ICC A 6710 
1150 ICC F 3050 
1500 I ICC 9759 
500 B ICC 2950 
12H Ic 9 
420D Ice 687 
rec 6.2219 

4OOO A ICC 5325 
B15221 ICC Gyh2 
39 F Ice hykg9 


Je 


P. 


C 


Je 


Sistances Furnished By Carriers 


As 


C 





Prueter 


" 


Haynes 


" 


Kratzmeir 


Spaninger 


Kratzmeir 





SHEET 3. 

ICC DOCKET 30660 
EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS A. P. FLANAGAN 
DATE 


46565 O - 54 Face p. 96 No. 7 








oor awn &| Ww NW 


v 
fo) 


& F GRE 


20 
21 
22 
23 


ORIGIN 


Richmond Beach, Washe 


Pasadena, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Everett, Wash. 
Berkeley, Calif. 
Geneva, Utah 
Ste John, Utah. 


Ordnance, Ore. 


' Clover, Utah 


Los Angeles, Calif. 
Warner, Utah 
Lathrop, Calif. 
Warner, Utah 

n n 
Richmond, Calif. 
Arsenal, Utah 
Pasco, Wash. 
Lathrop, Calif. 
Ogden, Utah 
Arsenal, Utah 


Lathrop, Calif. 


KEY POINT 


Pocatello, Idaho 


Seattle, Wash. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Everett, Wash. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Faust, Utah 

Messner, Ore. 

Faust, Utah 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Stockton, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
s n n n 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Kennewick, Wash. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 


Stockton, Calif. 


3 4 
DESTINATION 
ACTUAL KEY POINT 


Seattle, Washe 
Tacoma, Wash. 

n im 
Great Falls, Mont. 
Clover, Utah 
Ogden, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 
Ogden, Utah 
Lathrop, Calif. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Arsenal, Utah 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Ogden, Utah 
Oakland, Calif. 

" " 
Pasco, Wash. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Pasco, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 


Fort Huachuca, Ariz. 


Seattle, Wash. 
Tacoma, Wash. 

o * 
Great Falls, Mont. 
Faust, Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Stockton, Calif, 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Messner, Ore. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Pittsburg, Calif. 

n n 
Kennewick, Wash. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Kennewick, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 


Fort Huachuca, Aris. 





STa TEME 


COMMODITY 
Superphos phate 
0 

Fertiliser, mfgd. N 
Gasoline, In Tank C. 
Tanks, Aluminum, SU 
Implements, Grading 
Meats, Fresh, NOIBN 
Soap, NOIBN, o/t Li 
Plates, boiler, Iro 
Bombs, Aerial, Enpt 
Cartridges, Small A 
Bombs, Aerial, Empt; 
Assemblies, Bomb Fi 
Cartridges, Small A 
Outfits, Bridge Bui 
Tanks, Army Tractor 
Half Tracks, Army Ww 
Scrapers, Road, NOI 
Half Tracks, Army & 
Calcium Carbide In 
Platforms, Electric 
Machinery, Grading | 
Cartridges, Small A 
Trailers, Freight, 





BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOV! 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNMS NOP INCLUDING EX PARTE 175 INCREASES 





6 7 8 . 10 nu 12 13 14 15 
TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM C/L WEIGHT : 

um cmos “rowcs” _Pouns «LIM fom ore 2 UFC cr UROL) Pus 
phate 90 8 94,000 799 793 » 20 0000 0000 174 

50 5 95000 803 797 # 20 0000 0000 174 
r, mfgd. NOIBN, dry 80 7 95000 803 797 E 20 30000 0000 66 
In Tank Cars Lo 2 66000 765 750 5 35 26000R  26000R 168 
uminum, SU 140 3 18000 Ts «8714 2 85 12000R  12000R 316 
8, Grading and Road making 90 5 52000 770 777 A us 2,000R 21,000R 192 
esh, NOIBN 20 1 37000 3h 833 3 50 21000 21000 45 
BN, o/t Liquid 30 2 83000 775 «777 5 35 36000 36000 192 
oiler, Iron or Steel 40 & 128000 823 769 5 35 36000 40000 192 
rial, Empty, I or S 10 1 92000 768 786 5 ho 36000 36000 206 
s, Small Arms, NOIBN 20 2 98000 686 719 4 50 30000 30000 233 
rial, Empty, NOIBN 40 4 89000 727 786 5 4o 36000 36000 213 Us 
s, Bomb Fin 50 2 0000 mz 1128 A 4S 36000R  36000R 202 2 OF 
s, Small Arms 20 2 95000 780 1777 4 50 30000 30000 232 
Bridge Builders, NOIBN 20 1 52000 7h2 769 A 45 24000R 2,000R 192 1 
my Tractor w/guns Mtd 50 4 71000 780 177 A 45 40000 44,0000 192 
ks, Army w/guns Mtd 50 2 440000 780 777 A 45 40000 =: 40000 192 
Road, NOIBN 110 4 40000 80, 789 A 45 24000R  24000R 157 
ks, Army & Armored Cars 60 2 4.0000 838 777 A 45 40000 40000 192 1 
arbide In Barrels 10 1 73000 238 236 5 37 40000 40000 85 
» Electric Car 50 1 31000 79, 78h . 45 24000R  § 2)000R 157 
» Grading & Road Making Imp. 60 3 56000 927 963 A 4s 24000R  2000R Wa 
s, Small Arms 10 1 92000 935 963 4 50 30000 30000 264 
Freight, NOIBN 50 2 32000 912 922 A 50 20000R 20000 170 


# - RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 





‘ION 
KEY POINT 


Seattle, Wash. 
Tacoma, Wash. 

® » 

Great Falls, Mont. 
Faust, Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 

Salt Lake City, Utah 
Stockton, Calif, 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Messner, Ore. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Pittsburg, Calif. 

" n 
Kennewick, Wash. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Kennewick, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 


Fort Huachuca, Aris. 


BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 





STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,0 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


COMMODITY 
Superphosphate 

n 
Fertiliser, mfgd. NOIBN, dry 
Gasoline, In Tank Cars 
Tanks, Aluminum, SU 
Implements, Grading and Road making 
Meats, Fresh, NOIBN 
Soap, NOIBN, o/t Liquid 
Plates, boiler, Iron or Steel 
Bombs, Aerial, Empty, I or S 
Cartridges, Small Arms, NOIBN 
Bombs, Aerial, Empty, NOIBN 
Assemblies, Bomb Fin 
Cartridges, Small Arms 
Outfits, Bridge Builders, NOIBN 
Tanks, Army Tractor w/guns Mtd 
Half Tracks, Army w/guns Mtd 
Scrapers, Road, NOIBN 
Half Tracks, Army & Armored Cars 
Calcium Carbide In Barrels 


Platforms, Electric Car 


Machinery, Grading & Road Making Imp. 


Cartridges, Small Arms 


Trailers, Freight, NOIBN 


NUMBER OF 
CARLOADS 


90 
50 
80 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNMS NOT INCLUDING EX PARTE 175 INCREASES 


TOTAL WEIGHT 
MILLIONS OF 
POUNDS 


na VO 


YF wv NY NH Ow 


vs FF NN F&F 


yn KY WwW YY ww 


AVERAGE C/L 
WEIGHT 
POUNDS 

94,000 

95000 

95000 

66000 

18000 

52000 

37000 

83000 

128000 

92000 

98000 

89000 

4.0000 

95000 

52000 

71000 

440000 

14,0000 

40000 

73000 

31000 


92000 
32000 


9 10 

MILEAGE 

LINE POINT 
a7 ~% 
803. 797 
803 797 
765 750 
mh Tih 
770 777 
34 33 
775 «777 
823 769 
768 786 
686 719 
727 786 
12 1128 
780 777 
742 769 
780 777 
780 777 
80, 789 
838 777 
238 236 
794 78h 
927 963 
935 963 
912 922 


CFC 20 


nn Mw OS 


> an). tar Fr er Pre Rh ew OR MRM MR OUOUCUDP 


> 


374 
45 
4s 
) 
50 


CFC 20 
40000 
40000 
30000 
26000R 
12000R 
2,000R 


21000 


36000 
36000 
30000 
36000 
36000R 
30000 
24,000R 
4.0000 
40000 
24000R 
440000 
40000 
21,000R 
2l,000R 
30000 
20000R 


% = RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 





SHEET 1 


OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED SOIT WO. a 
WITNESS _A. P. Flanagan 
INCREASES — 
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2h 25 6 
REVENUE FOR TOTAL SHIPMENTS ON 

' NON wercet RATES # CAR MILE EARNINGS TON MILE EARNINGS TOTAL WEIGHT (DOLLARS 

, CFC 20 URC 1 = PRESENT PROPOSED 26300 PRESENT PROPOSED _20300 PRESENT PROPOSED 28300 PRESENT © PROPOSED — _ 28300 
40000 40000 174 72 62 20467 84.7 711.8 hob 1.8 165 139,200.00 57,600.00 6,800.00 
40000 40000 174 72 62 205.9 85.2 73023 1.8 165 87,000.00 36,000.00 31,000.00 
30000 40000 86 72 62 101.7 85.2 7303 = ell 1.8 165 60,200.00 50,400.00 43,1,00,00 
26000R  26000R 168 123 105 UseF 10601 90.6 kok 302 247 33,600.00 24,600.00 21,000.00 
12000R  12000R 316 287 22 1907 2k 61.0 8.8 8.0 608 94,800.00 86,100.00 72,600.00 
24000R  § 2k000R 192 160 135 129-7 108.1 91.2 5.0 he2 305 96,000.00 80,000.00 67,500.00 
21000 21000 45 46 2 489.7 500.6 45701 26.5 2701 2he7 4,500.00 &,600.00 4,200.00 
36000 36000 192 12h 105 205.6 132.8 112.4 5.0 302 2.7 38,400.00 24,800.00 21,000.00 
36000 40000 192 12h 109 298.6 192.8 169.5 ae? 3.0 2.6 96,000.00 62,000.00 54,500.00 
36000 36000 206 Uy 120 246.8 1725 13.8 Soh 3.8 3.1 20,600.00 14,400.00 12,000.00 
30000 30000 233 169 140 332.8 2hi.4 200.0 6.8 4.9 lel 46,600.00 33,800.00 28,000.00 
36000 36000 213 Uy 116 260.8 176.3 Wy2.0 509 4.0 362 85,200.00 57,600.00 46,100.00 
36000R  36000R 202 «206 169 70.8 7202 59.235 3.6 3.0 40,400.00 1,200.00 33,800.00 
30000 30000 232 178 150 282.6 216.8 162.7 569 46 309 46,400.00 35,600.00 30,000.00 
24000R  2000R 192 160 133 134.5 121 9322 S02 4e3 306 19,200.00 16,000.00 13,300.00 
40000 14,0000 192 160 135 174-8 145.6 122.9 5.0 kel 305  765800.00 64,000.00 5,000.00 
40000 40000 192 160 135 98.5 62.1 69.2 hd kel 325 38,400.00 32,000.00 27,000.00 
24000R 24000R 157 162 140 78.1 80.6 6926 309 4.0 3.5 62,800.00 6,800.00 56,000.00 
40000 =: 40000 192-160 m2 91.6 60h 6708 ae 3.8 3c 38,400.00 32,000.00 28,100.00 
40000 14,0000 85 72 61 260.7 220.8 187.1 Tel 601 Sel 8,500.00 7,200.00 6,100.00 
2000R 2000R 157 162 137 61.3 632 5305 4.0 hel 3-5 15,700.00 16,200.00 13,700.00 
24000R  2000R ua 18), 151 85.2 111.2 91.2 3.0 4.0 303 42,300.00 55,200.00 45,300.00 
30000 30000 264 205 168 25928 20167 16503 506 hel 306 26,400.00 20,500.00 16,800.00 
20000R  § 20000R 170 198 165 5906 6925 5709-307 4.3 306 34,000.00 39,600.90 33,000.00 

953 
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33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 


& & 


TS) 


47 


ORIGIN 
ACTUAL 


Lathrop, Calif. 
Clearfield, Utah 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Hill Meld, Utah 
Mobase, Wash. 
Warner, Utah 
Herlong, Calif. 
* 2 
Mobase, Wash. 
Plamehaven, Calif. 
Lathrop, Calif. 
Pasco, Wash. 
Mobase, Wash. 
McCune, HN. M. 
Bellemont, Aris. 
Mobase, Wash. 
Bremerton, Wash. 
Bangor, Wash. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Bangor, Wash. 
Stockton, Calif. 


Oakland, Calif. 


KEY POINT 
Stockton, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Messner, Ore. 

Salt Lake City, Utah 
Tacoma, Wash. 

Salt Lake City, Utah 
Herlong, Calif. 

" n 

Tacoma, Wash. 
Sacremento, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Kennewick, Wash. 
Tacoma, Wash. 
Gallup, N. M. 
Williams, Aris. 
Tacoma, Wash. 
Bremerton, Wash. 

. " 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Bremerton, Wash. 
Stockton, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


DESTINATION 
ACTUAL 


Fort Huachuca, Ariz. 
Polk, Calif. 
Mobase, Wash. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Warner, Utah 

nn . 

Ordnance, Ore. 

Hill Field, Utah 
Ogden, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 

Port Chicago, Calif. 
" a " 
Oakland, Calif. 
Shelton, Wash. 
Westminister, Calif. 
Hawthorne, Nev. 
Tongue Point, Ore. 
Velox, Wash. 


KEY POINT 
Fort Huachuca, Ariz. 
Sacremento, Calif. 
Tacoma, Wash. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
" fq " n 
Messner, Ore. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


Shelton, Wash. 
Riverside, Calif. 
Thorne, Nev. 
Astoria, Ore. 


Spokane, Washe 





STATEMENT 


COMMODITY 

Implement3, Grading & Roa 
Radio Transmitting & Rece! 
Engines, Internal Combust: 
Military Impedimenta 
Guns, NOIBN, and Mounts 
Guns, NOIBN, bore under 6 
Cartridges, Small Arms, Ni 
Tractor Tanks & Half Trac! 
Heaters, Automobile, Air 
Engines, Internal Combust: 
Outfits, Bridge Builders, 
Implements, Grading & Roa 
Automobiles, Freight 
Powder, Smokeless for cam 
" " Ls " 
Tanks, Army Tractor w/gun: 
Plate, Armor or Deck 
Cartridges, Small Arms 
Pallets, Wood, I or S 
Paint, NOIBN Liquid 
Projectiles, Empty, NOIBN 
Printed Matter, NOIBN 





° 


BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED 
DURING THE PERION OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS NOT INCLUDING EX PARTE 175 INCREASES 


6 7 8 9 10 lu 12 3 a 15 16 17 
TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM C/L WEIGHT RATES * 
NUMBER OF MILLIONS OF WEIGHT NAS CET —— . DOT 
GARLOADS §_POUDS ___FOUNDS _ «LINE POINT CFC 20 UFC 1 CFC20 UFC 1 © PRESENT PROPOSED 26300 
ding & Road Making 60 4 59000 912 922 A 4S 24000R 2000R 170 178 149 
ing & Receiving Sets 20 1 66000 673 727 3 70 18000R  18000R 279 2u1 1: 
al Combustion, NOIBN 50 3 58000 301 302 A 4S 2l,000R 24,000R 107 98 8 
nenta ko 2 50000 819 777 3 70 2,000 2,000 279 29 17 
1 Mounts 50 1 30000 5238 4 55 30000R 30000R 48 52 52 
re under 6" 80 1 14000 780 777 2 85 10000R 10000 203 302 
11 Arms, NOIBN 4O 5 107000 Sul 557 4 50 30000 30000 186 145 1 
Half Tracks w/guns 180 10 52000 541 557 4 45 40000 40000 156 131 11 
bile, Air Lo 1 39000 30L 302 A 4s 24000R § 2,000R 107 98 83 
al Combustion, NOIBN 50 1 21,000 694 727 A 4s 2h000R  2h000R 192 155 126 
Builders, NOIBN 50 1 2,000 Tu2 769 A 4S 2000R  24000R 1g2 160 133 
jing & Road Making oO 1 35000 238 236 A 4s 24000R  2000R 85 87 73 
sight 60 1 22000 "3 2 85 12000R =: 10000 68 81 80 
ss for cannon ko 3 73000 1002 ©6987 1 100 20000R § 20008R 389 416 350 
ne 60 6 92000 795 766 1 100 20000R 20000R 301 355 

ctor w/guns Mtd 10 1 80000 648 830 A 45 14,0000 40000 149 168 Wy 
Deck 10 2 149000 my OM 4 4o 36000 440000 6s 38 3s 
Ll Arms 20 1 80000 130 1323 b 50 30000 30000 239253 205 
lors 20 1 83000 73h = (73k 5 37 30000 = 30000 13h 129 9 
quid 20 1 72000 270 345 5 35 36000 36000 87 & 61 
pty, NOIBN 20 1 64,000 466 48 A 45 36000 36000 120 117 102 
NOIBN 40 3 T7000 942 931 4 55 24000R § 2h000R 219 221 18), 

e 80 5 63000 986 937 4 55 24000R  2000R 219 221 190 


# - RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 








BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 | 
DURING THE PERION OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS NOT INCLUDING EX PARTE 175 INCREASES 


te 


5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 2 3 









TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM C/L ¥ 
CLASSIFICATION 





Set COmODT TY CARLOADS POUNDS ¥ POUNDS LINE POINT CFC 20 UFC1 CFC 20 UFC 
achuca, Ariz. Implements, Grading & Road Making 60 4 59000 912 922 A ks 24,000R 240 

ento, Calif. Radio Transmitting & Receiving Sets 20 1 66000 673 727 3 70 18000R = s—«180 
, Wash. Engines, Internal Combustion, NOIBN 50 3 58000 301 302 & 45 24000R 20 
arg, Calif. Military Impedimenta ko 2 50000 819 777 3 70 24,000 240 
9, Wash. Guns, NOIBN, and Mounts 50 1 30000 52 38 4 55 30000R =: 3.0L 
urg, Calif. Guns, NOIBN, bore under 6" 80 1 14,000 780 777 2 85 1L0000R 10¢ 
ce City, Utah Cartridges, Small Arms, NOIBN 40 5 107000 Sul 557 4 50 30000 30 

" " Tractor Tanks & Half Tracks w/guns 180 10 52000 Sul 557 A 45 40000 4o 

» Ore. Heaters, Automobile, Air 40 1 39000 301 3@ A 4S 2,000R  2k¢ 

City, Utah Engines, Internal Combustion, NOIBN 50 1 21,000 694 27 A 45 2h,000R 2k 

» City, Utah Outfits, Bridge Builders, NOIBN 50 1 2,000 72 =769 A 45 21,000R 2k 

» Wash. Implements, Grading & Road Making LO 1 35000 238 236 A 45 24000R = 
s, Wash. Automobiles, Freight 60 1 22000 52 38 2 85 12000R 10 
rg, Calif. Powier, Smokeless for cannon ko 3 73000 1002 «=: 987 1 100 20000R 20 
" " “ wea(ie'e 60 6 92000 795 766 1 100 20000R  «_- 20 

" Tanks, Army Tractor w/guns Mtd 10 1 80000 8,8 830 A 45 14,0000 or 

» Wash. Plate, Armor or Deck 10 2 149000 TF FF 4 4O 36000 Or 
ide, Calif. Cartridges, Small Arms 20 1 80000 1301 1323 4 50 30000 30 
, Nev. Pallets, Wood, I or 8 20 1 83000 73 73k 5 37% 30000 30 
» Ore. Paint, NOIBN Liquid 20 1 72000 270 35 5 35 36000 36 
p, Washe Projectiles, Empty, NOIBN 20 1 64,000 466 = 4h8 A 45 36000 36 
« Printed Matter, NOIBN 40 3 T7000 942 931 4 55 2,000R 2h 

n " n 8 80 5 63000 986 937 4 55 2,000R 2h 


# - RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 





SHEET 2 


ICC DOCKET NO. 30416 
EXHIBIT NO. 


WITWESS A. P. Flanagan 
DATE 


1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED 


ES 

13 My 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2h 25 26 
(IMUM C/L WEIGHT RATES # CAR MILE EARNINGS TON MILE EARNINGS SSVETOTAL WEIGHT DOLLARS). 
:20 «UFC 1 © PRESENT FROFOSED 26300 pmsmn “PROFOSHD 26300 HESENT PROPOSED 26300 PUESENT © FROFOSED © _26300 
200R 24,000 170 178 149 110.0 115.1 9604 307 3-9 33 68,000.00 71,200.00 59,600.00 
00R +~=« 1 BOOOR 279 241 193 27306 236.3 189.3 843 7.2 5e7 27,900.00 24,100.00 19,300.00 
00R - 2,000R 107 98 83 205-6 «6188.3 39S 15965 Ss Toll 6.5 5e5 32,100.00 29,400.00 2,900.00 
200 2,000 279 29 217 170.3 152.0 132.5 6.8 601 503  554800.00 49,800.00 3,100.00 
300R ~=—-«- 30000 48 52 52 276.9 300.0 300.0 18.5 20.0 20.0 4,800.00 5,200.00 5,200.00 
900R «-:10000R 203 302 255 3604 54.2 45.8 5.2 707 6e5 20,300.00 30,200.00 25,500.00 
00 30000 186 145 123 367.8 286.8 243.2 6.9 Sol eS 93,000.00 72,500.00 61,500.00 
900 40000 156 131 110 W9-9 12509 105-7 568 4.8 lel 156,000.00 131,000.00 110,000.00 
900R «2 000R 107 98 83 138.3 126.6 =:107.2 Ss Told 6.5 Se5 10,700.00 9,800.00 8,300.00 
300R |~—« 2 OOOR 192 155 126 660h 53-6 4306505 eS 306 19,200.00 15,500.00 12,600.00 
DOOR 24,000R 192 160 133 62.1 51.8 4320 = 5S e2 43 306 19,200.00 16,000.00 13,300.00 
00R ~=—«« 2, 0OOR 85 87 73 12560 127.9 107 Tel 723 6.1 8,500.00 8,700.00 7,300.00 
00R ~—-:10000 68 61 80 287.7 342.7 338.5 26.2 312 30.8 6,800.00 8,100.00 8,000.00 
00R - 20000R 389 416 350 283.4 303.1 255.0 17.8 8.3 720 116,700.00 12,800.00 105,000.00 
900R - 20000R 301 355 305 348.3 410.8 353.0 7.6 8.9 7-7 180,600.00 213,000.00 183,000.00 
900 140000 149 168 1y2 W066 15865 130 3.5 4.0 304 14,900.00 16,800.00 14,200.00 
900 140000 6h 38 34 2577.3 1530.2 1369.2  3he6 20.5 16.4 12,800.00 7,600.00 6,800.00 
900 30000 239 «253 205 169 «= 1550S = 12630 309 3462 234900200 254300600 20,500.00 
200 30000 13h 129 109 151.5 Ws5e9 123.3 367 3.5 3.0 13,400.00 12,900.00 10,900.00 
200 36000 87 81 61 232.0 216.0 162.7 60h 6.0 45 8,700.00 8,100.00 6,100.00 
900 36000 120 117 102 16408 160.7 WO1l 52 5.0 he 12,000.00 11,700.00 10,200.00 
00R 2, 000R 219 221 18 179e0 180.6 1504 heb 4.7 329 65,700.00 66,300.00 55,200.00 
00R +=. 2, OOOR 219 221 190 139-9 U.2 121h hob 4eS 309 109,500.00 110,500.00 95,000.00 
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LINE NO. 
46 
ug 
50 
51 
52 
53 
Su 
55 
56 
57 

58 
59 
60 
61 
62 


67 


69 


ORIGIN 
ACTUAS 


East Modesta, Calif. 
cz n ” 


Fontana, Calif. 
Long Beach, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 


Bort Hueneme, Calif. 
Richmond, Calif. 
San Jose, Calif. 
Santa Clara, Calif. 
s . s 
Tule Lake, Calif. 


Army Point, Calif. 


Riverside, Calif. 


Los Angeles, Calif. 


Riverside, Calif. 
Watsonville, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


Klamath Falls, Ore. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 


Alameda, Calif. 

San Francisco, Calif. 
® a 

Long Beach, Calif. 

Mira Loma, Calif. 

Daugherty, Calif. 

Mira Loma, Calif. 

Polk, Calif. 


Pittsburg , Calif. 


8 " 

2 " 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Riverside, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 


Riverside, Calif. 


Sacramento, Calif. 


San Bernardino, Calif.Riverside, Calif. 


Army Point, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Herlong, Calif. 

” 8 
Paramount, Calif, 
Polk, Calif. 
Maywood, Calif. 

San Francisco, Calif. 
Alameda, Calif. 
San Francisco, Calif. 
Alameda, Calif, 
Herlong, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Herlong, Calif. 

a LJ 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Sacramento, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 


Herlong, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 





STATEM 


COM:ODI TY 
Meats, fresh, NOIBN 
a ot M 
. Smoked 
Pipe, I or S, 16 gauge 
Tomato Juice & Meats, 
Cots, Steel, Link, Wir 
Soldiers Rations 
Generators & Engines ( 
Wood, Native, Built U; 
Vehicles, Motor, Freig 
Fish, Cooked, Canned, 
Cartridges, Small Arms 
Tires, Rubber, Pneumat 
Containers, Sheet Stee 
Cable, Electric, Copp 
Buildings, Fabricated, 


Meats, Fresh, NOIBN 


Potatoes, o/t sweet 


Parts, Auto, I or S, | 





BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


STATEMENT SHOWINC MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORK MOVED 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES 





6 7 8 9 10 n 12 13 u, 15 16 17 
TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM pe! WEIGHT  —ss RATES # 

NUMBER OF MILLIONS OF WEIGHT SHORT KEY CLASSTFTCATTOW DOCKET 

; CARLOADS _POUNDS POUNDS ss LINE POINT «CFC 20 UFC CFC20 UFC 1 PRESENT PROPOSED _2630 
1y NOIBN 6 2 36000 9% 64 3 50 2000 21000 4o él, 66 
n 80 3 39000 105 0h 3 50 21000 21000 ko 64 68 
30 1 34,000 156 5 37 30000 3000 274 ue 51 
3» 16 gauge, NOIBN 60 7 118000 70 56 A 4o 2000R  2)000R 22 5 6 
» & Meats, Canned 20 2 82000 63 56 5 35 36000 36000 20 43 4c 
, Link, Wire Spring 30 1 38000 432-433 5 4o 36000 36000 53 117 99 
‘ions 30 3 78000 43 56 5 35 36000 36000 18 43 36 
~« Engines Comb. 30 1 43000 WhO hd A Ls 30000 30000 58 13 112 
»» Built Up, NOIBN 20 2 94,000 59 8656 B 27% 36000 36000 19 3h, 30 
tor, Freight 60 1 22000 560 520 2 85 12000R 120008 342 272 239 
i, Canned, NOIBN 20 1 82000 né 118 5 35 36000 36000 268 57 4g 
Small Arms, NOIBN 50 4 82000 299 264 4 50 30000 30000 63 118 103 
sr, Pneumatic 30 1 44,000 299- 26h 4 37% 20000 =»), 000k 63 89 77 
Sheet Steel, 16 gauge 90 2 20000 47h 433 50 50 20000R  20000R 105 146 130 
tric, Copper, NOIBN 20 2 92000 6h, 62 4 45 30000 30000 82 138 117 
fabricated, Wooden, KD 20 1 68000 466 = 433 B 324  2000R 2)000R kg 95 Bh, 
1, NOIBN 30 1 37000 47s 3 50 21000 21000 ae 59 52 
« 140 5 37000 3939 3 50 21000 2000 264 55 9 
" 200 8 39000 bh bh 3 50 21000 21000 27h 57 52 
/t sweet 50 2 43000 39, 3:72 c 32% 36000 36000 Su 88 77 
, I or S, NOIBN 25 1 66000 277 25h A ks 30000 30000 53 104 89 
° . 30 1 37000 a SS A 45 30000 30000 18 47 4S 


* — RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 








BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


STATEMENT SHOWINC MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,00 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES 


\ 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 12 13 

TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM | 

NUMBER OF MILLIONS OF WEIGHT SHORT KEY CLASS 

KEY POINT CoM ODI TY CARLOADS  __ POUNDS POUNDS LINE POINT CFC 20 UFC1 CFC 20 
Pittsburg , Calif. Meatg, fresh, NOIBN 60 2 36000 9% 3 50 2. 000 
. . - - . 80 3 39000 105 8664 3 50 21000 
: " Smoked 30 1 34,000 15 = 5 37% 30000 

Los Angeles, Calif. Pipe, I or S, 16 gauge, NOIBN 60 7 18000 70 «86556 A ko 24,000R 
Riverside, Calif. Tomato Juice & Meats, Canned 20 2 82000 63 56 5 35 36000 
Pittsburg, Calif. Cots, Steel, Link, Wire Spring 30 1 38000 432-33 5 ko 36000 
Riverside, Calif. Soldiers Rations 30 3 78000 43 56 5 35 36000 
Sacramento, Calif. | Generators & Engines Comb. 30 1 43000 ho 8=—h3 A LS 30000 
f.Riverside, Calif. Wood, Native, Built Up, NOIBN 20 2 9,000 99 6 5 27% 36000 
Suisun Fairfield,Cal. Vehicles, Motor, Freight 60 1 22000 560 520 2 85 12000R 
Pittsburg, Calif. Fish, Cooked, Canned, NOIBN 20 1 82000 né 118 5 35 36000 
Herlong, Calif. Cartridges, Small Arms, NOIBN 50 h 82000 299 264 4 50 30000 

" " Tires, Rubber, Pneumatic 30 1 44,000 299- 264 4 37%  - 20000R 

Los Angeles, Calif. Containers, Sheet Steel, 16 gauge 90 2 20000 47 = =433 50 50 20000R 
Sacramento, Calif. Cable, Electric, Copper, NOIBN 20 2 92000 464 62 4 45 30000 
Los Angeles, Calif, Buildings, Fabricated, Wooden, xD 20 1 68000 466 433 B 32%  2,000R 
» Pittsburg, Calif, Meats, Fresh, NOIBN 30 1 37000 47s 3 50 21000 
" " " " " 140 5 37000 39 «(39 3 50 21000 

is " " " " 200 8 39000 bh bb 3 50 21000 
fn " Potatoes, o/t sweet 50 2 43000 394 372 c 32% 36000 
Herlong, Calif. Parts, Auto, I or S, NOIBN 25 1 66000 277 25k h 4S 30000 
Pittsburg, Calif. ° . . 30 1 37000 MoS A 45 30000 


#* - RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCK 





SHEET 3 





TS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED eee 30416 
WITNESS A. P. Flanagan 
DATE 

13 u, 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2h 25 26 

MINIMUM ee WEIGHT RATES # CAR MILE EARNINGS TON MILE EARNINGS ne (oouars) € 

crc 20 UFC 1 = PRESENT. PROPOSED _28300 PRESENT “PROPOSED 28300 PRESENT PROPOSED 26300 PRESENT © PROPOSED 28300 
2000 21000 4o 64 66 150.0 240.0  2h7.5 8.3 13.3 13.8 8,000.00 12,800.00 13,200.00 
21000 21000 4o 64 68 148.6 23767 252.6 726 12.2 12.9 12,000.00 19,200.00 20,400.00 
30000 30000 274 48 51 89.0 1554 1651 542 91 9.7 2,750.00 ,800.00 5,100.00 
24000R  2h000R 22 50 6 370.9 842.8 775eh 60h 14.3 1361 15,400.00 35,000.00 32,200.00 
36000 36000 20 43 ko 260.0 56303 52h.0 6.3 1397 12.8 4,000.00 8,600.00 8,000.00 
36000 36000 53 117 99 46.6 102.9 87.1 2.5 Soh 4e6 5300600 11,700.00 9,900.00 
36000 36000 18 43 36 32665 780.0 653.0 Bol 20.0 1667 5,400.00 12,900.00 10,800.00 
30000 30000 58 135 122 56.7 131.9 109.5 206 601 Sel $5,800.00 13,500.00 11,200.00 
36000 36000 19 34 30 302.7 541.7 78.0 604 11.5 10.2 3,800.00 6,800.00 6,000.00 
12000R 120008 3h1 272 239 134.0 106.8 9309 12.2 967 8.5 34,100.00 27,200.00 23,900.00 
36000 36000 264 57 Ft) 20.5 02.5 346.3 bed 9.8 8.4 2,850.00 5,700.00 4,900.00 
30000 30000 63 18 103 172.8 323.6 282.5 4.2 729 609 25,200.00 7,200.00 1,200.00 
2000UR +},000R 63 89 77 92.7 130.9 113.3 4e2 5.9 Sel 6,300.00 8,900.00 7,700.00 
20000R  20000R 105 146 130 bbe3 61.6 54.9 hel 602 5Se5 21,000.00 29,200.00 26,000.00 
30000 30000 82 138 117 161e7 27305 23149 3.5 5.9 520 16,100.00 27,600.00 23,000.00 
24,000R  2h000R 49 95 By TleS 138.6 122.6 2.1 hel 306 4,900.00 9,500.00 8,100.00 
21000 21000 ae 59 52 216.4 h6ke 409.3 11.7 25.1 22.1 2,750.00 5,900.00 5,200.00 
21000 2000 26% 55 rr) 251eh 52208 bi6be9 1366 28.2 2501 13,250.00 27,500.00 2h,500.00 
21000 21000 27 57 52 24307 505.2 460.9 12.5 2509 23.6 22,000.00 45,600.00 41,600.00 
36000 36000 5h 88 77 58.9 96.0 84.0 2.7 4.5 309 10,800.00 17,600.00 15,400.00 
30000 30000 53 104 89 62.3 161.4 138.3 3.8 7.5 604 5,300.00 10,400.00 8,900.00 
30000 30000 18 47 45 180.0 70.0 450.0 907 250k 24.3 1,800.00 4,700.00 4,500.00 


CT 15 OCTOBER 1953 
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LINE NO, 
70 


73 
7% 
75 
76 
77 


90 


Lathrop, Calif. 


n a 
Iyoth, Calif. 

A n 

n s 


KEY POINT 
Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 


Herlong, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


Herlong, Calif. 


3 4 
DESTINA TION 
ACTUAL KEY POINT 


Oakland, Calif. 


Army Point, Calif. 


Oakland, Calif. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 


n uy n 
" n " 
Lt] " " 


Oakla.d, Calif. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 


Richmond, Calif. 
Benecia, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Army Point, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 


Stockton, Calif. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 


Los Angeles, Calif. 


Stockton, Calif. 





STATEMENT SH 


COMMODITY 
Engines, Int. Comb., NOIBN 
Parts, Auto, I or S, NOIBN 
Scout Cars, Armored 
Tires, Pneumatic 
Trichlorethylene 
Batteries, Elec. Storage As: 
* " Dry Cell 
Fireworks, NOIBN 
Bombs, Explosive 
Bombs & Grenades, Explosive 
Fuzes, Detonating 
Scrapers, Tractor Dram 
Cartridges, Small Arms, NOL 
Explosives, High, NOIBN 
Powler, Smokeless for canno; 
Ammnition, Fixed, NOIBN fo: 
Trichlorethylene 
Cranes, NOIBN 
Stores, Medical 
Paper, Wrapping 0/t oiled o 
Shoes, NOIBN 


Vegetables & Fruits, Canned 





BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


TATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC~TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES 


6 7 8 9 10 ah | 2 13 Uy 15 1 
TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM C/L WEISHT RAT * u 
NUMBER OF MILLIONS OF WEIGHT SHORT “EY  CLASSTFICATION 
CARLOADS POUNDS POUNDS LINE POINT CFC 20 UFC1 CFC 20 UFC 1 PRESENT PROPOSE 
be, NOIBN 30 2 66000 37 31 A Ls 24,000R 21,000R 18 47 
S, NOIBN 50 2 38000 277. 25k A 45 30000 30000 53 10, 
ed 60 1 33000 277 25k 2 85 16000R 16000R 176 19¢ 
20 1 444000 277 25h 4 37% 20000R = 2,000R 57 
20 1 64,000 277 «25h 5 35 36000 36000 4 9 
Storage Assem. 33 1 63000 299 264 0 ho 30000 30000 8 
Dry Cell 20 1 74000 299 264 5 40 30000 30000 53 9 | 
30 2 50000 268 264 1 100 20000R 20000 86 237 
30 2 64,000 268 264 1 100 20000R  20000R 86 237 
Explosive 470 ug 104,000 268 264 1 100 20000R  20000R 86 237 
100 7 64,000 268 264 1 100 30000 30000 86 23 
Dram 70 2 24000 4S so S 4 45 2h000R  $2h000R 20 5 
Arms, NOIBN 20 2 102000 268 264 4 50 30000 30000 60 118 
NOIBN 30 3 91000 268 264 1 100 20000R 20000 86 23’ 19 
for cannon 35 3 86000 268 264 1 100  20000R 20000R 86 237 
, NOIBN for cannon 1060 106 100000 268 264 1 100 30000 30000 86 237 
20 1 74,000 291 264 5 35 36000 36000 51 &: T 
20 1 59000 59 66 A 4S 24000R  § 2000R 264 5 
50 2 57000 9 9 3 70 30000 30000 19 57 
/t oiled or waxed 20 1 86000 5666 5 32% 36000 36000 2h ks 
30 1 40000 400 398 2 70  2h000R 2h000R 93 19 166 
ts, Canned 120 10 79000 20 20 5 35 36000 36000 14 3 29 5.3 


# ~ RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 





KEY POINT 
Pittsburg, Calif. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 


ittsburg, Calif. 


Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 
stockton, Calif. 
Suisun Fairfield,Cal. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 


Steckton, Calif. 


n 


" 


BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 





STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC~TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,<( 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


COMMODITY 
Engines, Int. Comb., NOIBN 
Parts, Auto, I or S, NOIBN 
Scout Cars, Armored 
Tires, Pneumatic 
Trichlorethylene 
Batteries, Elec. Storage Assem. 
e « Dry Cell 
Fireworks, NOIBN 
Bombs, Explosive 
Bombs & Grenades, Explosive 
Fuzes, Detonating 
Scrapers, Tractor Dram 
Cartridges, Small Arms, NOIBN 
Explosives, High, NOIBN 
Powler, Smokeless for cannon 
Ammnition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Trichlorethylene 
Cranes, NOIBN 
Stores, Medical 
Paper, Wrapping o/t oiled or waxed 
Shoes, NOIBN 


Vegetables & Fruits, Canned 


6 
TOTAL WEIGHT 

NUMBER OF MILLIONS OF 
CARLOADS POUNDS 

30 2 

50 2 

60 1 

20 1 

20 1 

33 1 

20 1 

30 2 

30 2 
470 ug 
100 7 

70 2 

20 2 

30 3 

35 3 
1060 106 

20 1 

20 1 

50 2 

20 1 

30 1 
120 10 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES 


8 


66000 
3 8000 
33000 
44,000 
64,000 
63000 
74,000 
50000 
64,000 
10,000 
64000 
24,000 
102000 
91000 


100000 
74,000 
59000 
57000 


440000 


9 10 


AVERAGE C/L MILEAGE 
WEIGHT 
POUNDS 


37 31 
277 «25k 
277 «25k 
277 «25h 
277 25k 
299 264 
299 264 
268 264 
268 264 
268 264 
268 264 

4S 5 
268 264 
268 26) 
268 264 
268 264 
291 264 

59 = 66 

9 9 

56 66 
400 398 

20 20 


ae 


A 


A 


2 


ee 
a WW 


wuwnwn WwW PF PY Ye ee Pee Oe Uh Oa Ok 


12 
RATINGS 


LINE POINT CFC 20 UFC 1 


45 
45 
85 
378 
35 
40 
LO 
100 
100 
100 
100 
45 
50 
100 
100 
100 
35 
45 
70 
324 
70 
35 


30000 
36000 
2,000R 
36000 


# — RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 





INTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE MOVED 


13 4 15 16 
MINIMUM C/L WEIGHT RATE # 
Y FICA 
L cFC20 URC1 PRESENT PROPOSED 
24,000R 2),000R 18 47 
30000 30000 53 104 
16000R 16000R 176 196 
$+ 20000R  2i000R 57 86 
36000 36000 a 81 
30000 30000 8, 95 
30000 30000 53 95 
20000R 20000R 86 237 
20000R 20000R 86 237 
20000R 20000R 86 237 
30000 30000 86 237 
2000R 2h000R 20 52 
30000 30000 60 118 
20000R 20000R 86 237 
20000R 20000R 86 237 
30000 30000 86 237 
36000 36000 51 83 
24,000R 2,000R 264 59 
30000 30000 19 57 
t 36000 = 36000 2k 43 
24000R  § 2h000R 93 195 
36000 36000 né 32 
953 


17 


199 
199 
199 


50 
52 


166 
29 


PRESENT PROPOSED 
32161 838.3 
7207 = 14267 
209.7 23305 
90.5 136.6 
113.2 18761 
177-0  200c1 
131.2 23561 
160.4 2.2 
205-2 566.0 
33307 91967 
2054 566.0 
106.6 277.8 
22804 bh91 
292.0 8007 
27600 760.5 
32009 884.3 
129.6 211.0 
265.0 590.0 
1203.3 3610.0 
368.6 659.2 
9320 195.0 
4Sbe3 1264.0 


20 


329303 
55169 
166.0 

114565 


21 


TON MILE EARNINGS 


305 
604 
beh 
604 
604 
8.9 
4.5 
beh 
60h 
beh 
3-5 
9.0 
31.3 
8.6 
4e6 
11.5 


22 


5.8 
604 
6-4 
17.7 
17-7 
17.7 
17.7 
23.2 
8.8 
17-7 
1767 
17-7 
567 
20.0 
93.8 
15.3 
9o7 
32,0 


23 


SHEET 4 
ICC DOCKET NO. 
EXH13IT NO. 


WITNESS A. P. Flanagan 
DATE 


30416 


2h 25 26 
REVENUE FOR TOTAL SHIPMENTS Of 


SE 


3,600.00 9500.00 9,000.00 
10,600.00 20,800.00 17,800.00 
17,600.00 19,600.00 16,900.00 

5,700.00 8,600.00 7,500.00 

4,900.00 8,100.00 7,000.00 

8,400.00 9,500.00 8,200.00 

5,300.00 9,500.00 8,200.00 
17,200.00 7,400.00 39,800.00 
17,200.00 7,400.00 39,800.00 

421,400.00 1,161,300.00 975,}00.00 

60,200.00 165,900.00 139,300.00 

4,000.00 10,400.00 9,200.00 
12,000.00 23,600.00 19,800.00 
25,800.00 71,100.00 59,700.00 
25,800.00 71,100.00 59,700.00 
911,600.00 2,512,200.00 2,109,100.00 

5,100.00 8,300.00 7,200.00 

2,650.00 5,900.00 5,000.00 

3800.00 11,400.00 10,100.00 

2400.00 4,300.00 3,600.00 

9,300.00 19,500.00 16,600.00 
11,500.00 32,000.00 29,000.00 

46565 O - 54 Face p. 96 No. 11 








LINE NO. 


92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 


BREE S88 & 


1 
ORIGIN 
ACTUAL 
lyoth, Calif. 


Mira Loma, Calif. 


Planehaven, Calif. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 


» a ¥ 
Petaluma, Calif. 
Richmond, Calif. 
Torrance, Calif. 
Ukiah, Calif. 
Vernon, Calif. 
Westminister, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Newark, Calif. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
Ioleta, Calif. 
Fallbrook, Calif. 


Asusa, Calif. 


KEY POINT 
Stockton, Calif. 
Riverside, Calif. 

8 ® 
» a 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


Los Angeles, Calif. 

Ukiah, Calif. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 

Riverside, Calif. 

Pittsburg, Calif. 
® ® 

Los Angeles, Calif. 

Eureka, Calif. 

San Diego, Calif. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 


Pitteburg, Calif. 


3 4 
DESTINATION 
ACTUAL KEY POINT 


Stockton, Calif. 
Long Beach, Calif. 
" LI " 

Vakland, Calif. 

x ® 
Herlong, Calif. 
Alameda, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Port Hueneme, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif, 
Port Hueneme, Calif. 
San Pedro, Calif. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
San Diego, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Richmond, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif, 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Mare Island, Calif, 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. . 


Stockton, Calif. 


Los Angeles, Calif. 


" « " 
Pittsburg, Calif. 


Herlong, Calif. 
Pittsburgh, Calife 
* - 

Ventura, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Ventura, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
San Diego, Calife 
Stockton, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Petaluma, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 





COMMODITY 
Insecticides, Agri., NOIBN 
Fruits, Dried or Evaporat- 
Oil, Petro. Lubricating ir 
Fruits, Vegtables, Canned 
Automobiles, Freight 
Projectiles, for cannon, | 
Bombs, or Mines, Explosive 
Meats, fresh, NOIBN 
Houses, Fabricated, Wooder 
Pallets, Iron Steel or wo 
Wallboards, Fibreboard 
Bars, Iron or Steel 
Bombs, Explosive 
Household Goods 
Salt, common 
Containers, Empty, sheet | 
Vegetables, Canned 
Bombs, Explosive 
Turpentine, Crude 
Ammmition, fixed, NOIBN : 


Pipe, Steel, 16 gauge 


Paint, Liquid, NOIBN 





BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000, 
DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 


ari., NOIBN 

- Evaporatsd 
ricating in barrels 
3s, Canned 

sight 

* cannon, Explosive 
» Explosive 

)IBN 

ted, Wooden, KD, NOIBN 
feel or wood 
reboard 

teel 


ty, sheet Irona Steel 
1ed 

. 

le 

ed, NOIBN for c annon 
gauge 

NOTBN 


6 
TOTAL WEIGHT 
NUMBER OF MILLIONS OF 
CARLOADS POUNDS 
30 2 
10 1 
50 2 
20 1 
te) 1 
130 uy, 
ko 3 
ho 1 
10 1 
4o 2 
60 4 
40 5 
10 1 
90 2 
20 1 
160 3 
20 2 
60 6 
20 1 
30 2 
90 7 
30 2 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES 


AVERAGE C/L 
WEIGHT 


POUNDS 


57000 
74,000 
53000 
60000 
30000 
102000 
72000 
33000 
87000 
55000 
69000 
127000 


23000 
69000 
18000 


63000 
81000 


73000 


9 10 
MILEAGE 
LINE POINT 
20 20 
63 8656 
63 56 
506- 89 
96 50 
268 26) 
36 36 
hh 80 
4, 16 
480 433 
522 507 
21 21 
467 89 
589 559 
6s 3 
M67 433 
347 361 
540 «559 
512 506 
464 433 
9 9 
9 9 


n 12 
RATINGS 

5 324 
5 35 
5 35 
5 35 
2 85 
1 1 
zx 100 
3 50 
B 324 
5 378 
5 30 
5 35 
1 100 
3 70 
c 30 

50 50 
5 35 
1 100 
5 224 
1 100 
A oO 
5 35 


13 


MINIMUM C 
cre 20 
30000 
36000 
26000R 
36000 
12000R 
22900 
20000R 
21000 
2),000R 
30000 
36000 
36000 
2Q000R 


45000 
20000R 
36000 
20000R 
30000 
30000 
2,000R 


36000 


# - RATES IN EFFECT 15 OCTOBER 1953 


wy 


WEIGHT 


UFC 1 
40000 
36000 
26000R 
36000 
10000 
30000 
20000R 
21000 
2),000R 
30000 
40000 
40000 
20000R 
12000 
45000 
20000R 
36000 
20000R 
4.0000 
30000 
24000R 
36000 


574 
53 


124 


100" POUNDS 


146 


R MORE MOVE 
Rarer 
<O30K PR 
ye 
, 
4 
99 l 
27 c 
¢ 21 
2 ‘ 
13 
9 
~~ 
*if 
4) 
260 
29 LL 
ac 9 








KEY POINT 


Stockton, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 
a = 
Herlong, Calif. 
Pittsburgh, Calife 
w " 
Ventura, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Ventura, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
San Diego, Calife 
Stockton, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Pittsburg, Calif. 
Petaluma, Calif. 


Pittsburg, Calif. 


COMMODITY 
Insecticides, Agri., NOIBN 
Fruits, Dried or Evaporat~d 
Oil, Petro. Lubricating in barrels 
Fruits, Vegtables, Canned 
Automobiles, Freight 
Projectiles, for cannon, Explosive 
Bombs, or Mines, Explosive 
Meats, fresh, NOIBN 
Houses, Fabricated, Wooden, KD, NOIBN 
Pallets, Iron Steel or wood 
Wallboards, Fibreboard 
Bars, Iron or Steel 
Bombs, Explosive 
Household Goods 
Salt, common 
Containers, Empty, sheet Irona Steel 
Vegetables, Canned 
Bombs, Explosive 
Turpentine, Crude 
Ammmition, fixed, NOIBN for c annon 
Pipe, Steel, 16 gauge 
Paint, Liquid, NOIBN 


BEFORE THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSI 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY CLASS RATED TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY 


TOTAL WEIGHT 


NULMBER OF MILLIONS OF 


CARLOADS 
30 . 
10 
50 
20 
LO 

130 
LO 
Te) 
10 
4O 
60 
4o 
10 
90 
20 

160 

20 
60 
20 


30 


POUNDS 
2 
1 
2 


eownwnmnwreunrnew ww Fw 


a 


DURING THE PERIOD OF 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 | 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING AL 


AVERAGE C/L 
WEIGHT 


POUNDS 


57000 
74,000 
53000 
60000 
30000 
102000 
72000 
33000 
87000 
55000 
69000 
127000 


23000 
69000 
18000 


88000 


63000 


81000 
73000 


9 10 n 12 13 
MILEAGE RATINGS MINIMUM 
LINE POINT CFC 20 UFC 1 CFC 20 
20 20 © 32% 30000 
63 56 5 35 36000 
63 56 5 35 26000R 
506- 489 5 35 36000 
96 50 2 85 12000R 
268 264 1 1 30000 
3636 1 100 20000R 
hi 80 3 50 21000 
yu, =416 B 32%  2h000R 
480 433 5 37% 30000 
522 507 5 30 3€900 
= 5 35 36000 
467 89 1 100 2. 0000R 
589 559 3 70 12000R 
68 35 C 30 45000 
467 433 50 50 20000R 
347-361 5 35 36000 
540 559 1 100 2.0000R 
512 506 5 22% 30000 
464 433 1 100 30000 
9 9 A ko 2,000R 
9 9 5 35 36000 
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cE COMMISSION SHEET 5 


ICC DOCKET NO. 30416 
7E MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000*POUNDS OR MORE MOVED EXHIBIT NO. 


$1 THRU 31 MAY 1952 WIIWESS A. P. Flanagan 
(CLUDING ALL INCREASES DATE 


13 1 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2h 25 26 


REVENUE FOR TOTAL SHIPMENTS ON 
TOTAL WEIGHT (DOLLARS) 


MINIMUM C/L WEIGHT RATES # CAR MILE EARNINGS TON MILE EARNINGS 

GPC 20 UFC 1 «PRESENT PROPOSED _28300 PRESENT PROPOSED 26300 PRESENT’ PROPOSED _26300 PRESENT © PROPOSED 26300 
30000  —- 0000 a 29 27 22.2 826.5 = 769.5 9 3 2165 1969 14700000 5800200 =p 40000 
36000 36000 20 43 4O 23409 504.8 469.8 6.3 13.6 12.7 2,000.00 ,300.00  ,000.00 
26000R 26000 20 43 ko 168.3 361.9 33605 60h 13-7 12.7 4,000.00 8,600.00 8,000.00 
36000 36000 69 no 95 81.8 13004 112.6 0 27 4.3 3.8 6,900.00 11,000.00 9,500.00 
12000R 10000 148 100 11 462.5 312.5 346.9 30.8 20.8 2301 14,800.00 10,000.00 11,100.00 
30000 30000 86 237 199 327.3 902.0 57h bel 1767 UWse9 120,400.00 331,800.00 278,600.00 
20000R 20000 30% 109 us 610.0 2180.0 1980.0 16.9 60.6 5520 9150.00 32,700.00 29,700.00 
21000 21000 33 69 52 24765 51765 390.0 15.0 314 23.6 3,300.00 6,900.00 5,200.00 
2h000R 2,000 57% 93 79 120.8 195.4 165.9 2.8 eS 3.8 5,750.00 9,300.00 7,900.00 
30000 30000 53 109 98 60.8 12h.9 112.3262 4.5 lel 0600.00 21,800.00 19,600.00 
3€900 40000 89% 95 83 118.3 125.7 109.7 30k 306 302 35,800.00 38,000.00 33,200.00 
36000 40000 124 33 31 75620 1995e¢7 1874.6 11.9 31-4 29.5 6,250.00 16,500.00 15,500.00 
20000R  20000R 112 313 260 215.8 603.2 501.0 8 1B.h 11.1 =: 11,200.00 31,300.00 26,000.00 
12000R ~=—-:«12000R 7h 233 206 28.9 90.0 8004 2.5 7.8 720 14,800.00 6,600.00 1,200.00 
45000 45000 16 31 35 162.4 314.6 355el se Gel 10.3 1,600.00 3,100.00 3,500.00 
20000R 20000R 45 146 130 19.3 62.5 5567 = 19 6.3 5e6 13,500.00 43,800.00 39,000.00 
36000 36000 62 95 79 117-9 180.7 150.3 346 5.5 4e6  —:125400,00 19,000.90 15,800.00 
20000R  § 20000R 133 33h 277 216.7 Shi} 451.4 = hed 12.4 10.3 79,800.00 200,400.00 166,200.00 
30000 4.0000 80 72 61 103-1 92.8 78.7 3el 2.8 2.4 8,000.00 7,200.00 6,100.00 
30000 30000 1 298 260 150.7 39605 35320 =e 12.6 1.2 =. 22,200.00 58,400.00 52,000.00 
24000R  2000R 124 33 29 1225.0 2970.0 26100 27.8 7343 bbe 8,750.00 23,100.00 20,300.00 
36000 36000 4 29 25 932.8 2352.2 2027.8 25.6 Gyo 5505 3,300.00 5,800.00 5,000.00 

53 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR RATES 





North Pacific Coast Tariff Bureau 3 
n tt n " " 65 
Pacific Southcoast Freight Bureau 12 
" n " n 26 
" " " Si 
n " n 52 
" n + 23h 
n n " " 255 
n " " 258 
Union Pacific Railroad Company 6045 


AUTHORITY FOR 


Statement 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Ry 


4 


Bamberger Railroad Circular 


A 
z 


>) 


Icc 


ICC 


Icc 


Icc 





9900 D 


DDk 


Chicago, Milwaukee, St Paul & Pacific nk 11850 C 


Derrver and Rio Grande Western RR 
Great Northern Ry 

Northern Pacific Ry 

Northwestern Pacific RR 

Pacific Electric Ry 

Spokane, Portland and Seattle Ry 
Southern Pacific Company 

Union Pacific RR 


Western Pacific RR 


5024 E 
400 C 
1500 I 
15 E 
61 B 
685 K 
420 D 


4000 A 


39 F 


868 
857 
1374 


1540 


ISTANCES 


Icc 


Icc 
Tc 
Icc 
ICC 
ICC 
Icc 
Icc 
Icc 


Ice 


Agent W. R. Watson 


Shortest Rail Distances Furnished by Carriers 


14399 


B 5894 


n n 
P. Haynes 
n fl 
nr " 
n n 
n " 








SHEET 6 

FCC DOCKET NO. 30416 
EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS A. FP. 

DATE 








LINE NO. 


1 


- ww 


a~ OF Ww 


wo 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 


16 


17 
18 


19 


ORIGIN 


Bellemont, Ariz. 


6 © 
- a 
Dupont, Wash. 
Fresno, Calif. 
Herlong, Calif. 


Warner, Utah 


® ® 
: . 
Locoda, Ore. 
a » 
McCune, N. M. 
o * . 
. f 
. * 8 
+ ® . 


Modesto, Calif. 
® . 
Ordnance, Ore. 
St. John, Utah 


Stockton, Calif. 


DESTINATION 


Pat Chicago, Calif. 


Ordnance, Ore. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Locoda, Ore. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 


Herlong, Calif. 


Locoda, Ore. 


® a 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
® * B 


Pasco, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 


Auburn, Wash. 








BEFORE THE IST! 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY SECTION 2, 


La 


COMMODITY 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 
Fauzes, Detonating 
Explosives, High, NOIBY 
Soldiers Rations 
Ammnition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 
Fuzes, Detonating 


Ammunition, Fized, NOIBN for cannon 


. ® * ® 6 

5 ® * . ® 
Power, Smokeless for cannon 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Bombs, Explosive 
Fuses, Detonating 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Soldiers Rations 

¥ . 

Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 


Fireworks, NOIBN 


Soldiers Ration 


NUMBER 


CARLOADS 


370 


8 


170 
150 


230 
10 
10 


10 


610 


190 
70 





MOVED DURING THE PERIO] 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 PX 


® 6 

TOTAL WEIGHT AVERAGE MM 
MILLIONS OF /L WEIGHT  s} 
POUNDS POUNDS ss LL 
31 104000 7 
38 105000 7 
2 62000 tT 
2 86000 a 
7 86000 9! 
17 102000 6 
15 99000 7 
2 75000 7 
os 104000 7 
1 99000 6 
1 109000 6 
1 75000 18 
1 102000 18: 
29 104000 10 
2 $1000 10 
61 101000 10 
15 81000 8 
6 82000 8 

2 104000 
2 62000 T 
2 $8000 8 





— THE ISTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION SHEET 1 
ICC DOCKET 30416 


SECTION 22 TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE EXHIBIT WO, 
THE PERIOD 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 WITNEsS A. P, FLANAGAN 
SS. 


PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES 


7 8 9 10 il 12 13 

z MILEAGE MINIMUM C/L CAR MILE EARNINGS BASED TON MILE EARNINGS BASED REVENUE FOR TOTAL 

IGHT  sHorr RATE WEIGHT ON SHORT LINE MILES ON SHORT LINE MILES © SHIPMENTS ON TOTAL APPLICABLE RATE IN ABSENCE OF 

| LIMB. _s —_ POUNDS CENTS CENTS WEIGHT (DOLLARS) SECTION 22 QUOTATION RATE 
795 326 50000 426.5 8.2 1,010,600.00 390 
795 326 50000 430.5 8.2 1,238 ,800.00 390 
795 326 50000 254.7 8.2 65,200.00 390 

: 298 163 50000 470.4 10.9 32,600.00 245 
983 102 80000 89.2 2.1 71,400.00 191 

: 602 271 50000 459.2 9.0 460 , 700.00 343 
750 315 50000 415.8 8.4 472,500.00 426 

. 750 315 50000 315.0 8.4 63,000.00 426 

. 750 315 50000 436.8 8.4 756 ,000.00 426 

) 602 271 50000 445.7 9.0 27,100.00 343 
602 271 50000 490.7 9.0 27,100.90 343 

) 1880 546 50000 217.8 5.8 54,600.00 628 

) 1880 546 50000 296.2 5.8 54,600.00 838 

) 1002 395 50000 410.0 7-9 1,145 ,500.00 500 

! 1002 395 50000 319-3 7-9 79 »900..00 500 

) 1002 395 50000 398.2 7.9 2,409 , 500.00 500 

) 816 106 80000 105.2 2.6 159 ,000.00 185 

) 897 93 80000 85.0 2.1 55,800.00 176 

) 748 315 50000 438.0 g.4 63,000.00 363 

) 768 321 50000 259.1 8.4 64,200.00 453 

) so 90 80000 94. 3 2.1 18 ,000,00 171 
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31 


39 


42 


ORIGIN 
Sta kton, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Arny Point, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Army Point, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Warner, Otah 

® ® 
Auburn, Wash. 
Stockton, Calif. 
Pasco, Wash. 
Bellemont, Ariz. 
Warner, Utah 


Bremerton, Wash. 
Bangor, Wash. 

Port Chicago, Calif. 
Bangor, Wash. 

Mira Loma, Calif. 


Modesto, Calif. 


Stockton, Calif. 


DESTINATION 
Pasco, Wash. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Ordnance, Ore. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Bellemont, Ariz. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 
Locoda, Ore. 
® » 
Seattle, Wash. 
Ogden, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 
Locoda, Ore. 


Port Chicago, Calif. 


. " " 
* " * 
* * . 

Bangor, Wash. 


Locoda, Ore. 

Long Beach, Calif. 
Steckton, Caif. 
Lyoth, Calif. 





BEFORE THE INTE 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY SECTIO 
MOVED DURING THE PERI! 


RATES IN CENTS PER 10% 


COMMOD ITY 

Soldiers Rations 
Powder, Smokeless for cannon 
Fuzes, Detonating 
Bombs, Explosive 
Fuses, Detonating 

® ff 
Ammnition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Powder, Smokeless for cannon 
Shoes, NOIBH 
Soldiers Rations 

a a 
Ammunition, Fixed, NOIBN for cannon 
Powder, Smokeless for cannon 
Explosives, High, NOIBN 


Bombs, Explosive 


Soldiers Rations 


4 


NUMBER 
OF 


CARLOADS 


210 
20 
4o 


& 


8Ssfsss 


5 


TOTAL WEIGHT 
MILLIONS OF 


POUNDS 


17 
2 


~ 
~~ 6D 


nnn wy YN LY KF 


6 


AVERAGE 
C/L WEIGHT 


POUNDS 


$2000 
93000 
67000 
93000 
85000 
50000 
113000 
89000 
40000 
80000 
$1000 
84000 
$2000 
$2000 
81000 
83000 
88000 
94000 


94000 


MT} 


78' 
7 


74 
73 
7 
97! 
97 


73. 
= 


149 





| THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION SHEET 2 


RY SECTION 22 TRAFFIC POR THE MILITARY ON SHTPMENTS OF 1.000.000 POUNDS OR MORE ee 30Wn6 
THE PERIOD 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 viruses a.-¥-" YUNG 
TS PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES mas 
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
AGE MILEAGE MINIMUM C/L CAR MILE EARNINGS BASED TON MILE EARNINGS BASED HEVENUE FOR TOTAL 
— = warns ON — Res MILES ON — , MILES — ees APPLICABLE BATE. Os ABSKICE or 
00 784 102 80000 106.7 2.6 173,400.00 181 
00 74s 315 50000 391.6 8.4 63,000.00 363 
00 741 315 50000 284.9 8.5 63,000.00 63 
00 74S 315 50000 391.6 8.4 94,500.00 363 
00 8739 308 50000 354.3 8.3 30,800.00 390 
00 74s 315 50000 210.6 8.4 31,500.00 363 
00 979 383 50000 Who. 1 7.8 e 76 ,600.00 504 
00 979 383 50000 348.2 7-8 153,200.00 504 
00 21 114 40000 219.0 11.0 1,150.00 52 
00 733 97 80000 105.8 2.6 9,700.00 141 
00 ake 38 80000 124.1 3.1 26 ,600.00 98 
002195 496 50000 278.7 6.6 99 ,200.00 729 
00750 315 50000 34. 8.4 535,500.00 426 
00 750 315 50000 344, 4 8.4 31,510.00 426 
00 875 353 50000 326.8 8.1 70 ,600.00 359 
00 8&2 357 50000 336.0 8.1 249 ,900.00 359 a 
00 882 357 50000 356.2 8.1 71,400.00 359 
0 23 163 50000 630.5 13.4 32,600.00 265 
0 63 17 80000 215.8 5.4 3,400.00 2 
0 30 13 80000 414.9 8.5 7,620.00 14 
0 20 10 $0000 470.0 10.0 2,000.00 12 
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LINE NO. 


50 
51 
52 


54 
55 
56 
57 
58 


61 
62 
63 


oatorn 

San Francisco, Calif. 
Lyoth, Calif. 

Army Point, Calif. 
Hill Field, Utah 
Ogden, Utah 


San Francisco, Calif. 


Ogden, Utah 
Auburn, Wash. 
. n 
® ® 
" © 
, * 


Mobase, Wash. 
Warner, Uteh 

. ® 
Oakland, Calif. 
San Francisco, Calif. 
Army Point, Calif. 


Auburn, Wash. 


DEST INATION 
Mira Loma, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Herlong, Valif. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 

> 8 
Nebo, Calif. 
Oakland, Calif. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 


Seattle, Wash. 


Seattle, Wash. 
Oaklend, Calif. 
o ® 
San Diego, Calif. 
Barstow, Calif. 
Herlong, Calif. 


Seattle, Wash. 


BEFORE THE INTERST! 


STATEMENT SHOWING MOUNTAIN PACIFIC TERRITORY SECTION 22 
MOVED DURING THE PERIOD 


COMMODITY 
Soldiers Retions 

" " 
Engines, Internal Combustion 
Clothing, NOIBN 

n * 

Soap, NOIBN, 0/7 Liquid 
Parts, Auto, NOIBN, Iron or Steel 
Tanks, I or S NOIBN SU 3" 
Clothing, NOIBN 
Tents, with or w/o fixtures 
Insecticides, NOIBN o/t Agricultural 
Dry Goods, NOIBN 
Bags, Sleeping 
Tanks, Army Tractor, w/guns 
Wheels, Auto, NOIBN, w/o tires 
Shoss, Tracta Tread 
Clothing, NOIBN 
Guns, HOIBN, bore under 6" ¥/Mtd 
Targets, Military KD 
Tractor Treads, NOIBN 


Clothing, NOIBW 


4 


NUMBER 
OF 
CARLOADS 


80 


SV cew ye S 


8 S 


55 
80 


10 


33 


RATES IN CENTS PER 100 } 


5 


TOTAL WEIGHT 
MILLIONS OF 


POUNDS 


6 
1 


w FY © YF WD KF eB 


r- F 


aen fF" nn FF 


6 7 
ate 
POUNDS _ Lm 
83000 512 
68000 67 
60000 277 
32000 822 
53000 770 
66000 770 
42000 447 
66000 T70 
30000 1239 
45000 21 
51000 21 
37000 21 
32000 21 
42000 52 
76000 780 
76000 780 
43000 589 
64000 m2 
62000 277 
78000 277 
40000 21 


f INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


CTION 22 TRAFFIC FOR THE MILITARY ON SHIPMENTS OF 1,000,000 POUNDS OR MORE 100 Sete sous 
IE PERIOD 1 JUNE 1951 THRU 31 MAY 1952 ee a 7s 
PER 100 POUNDS INCLUDING ALL INCREASES DATE __ 
7 e 9 10 11 12 13 
MILEAGE MINIMUM C/L CAR MILE EARNINGS BASZD TON MILE EARNINGS BASED REVENUE FOR TOTAL 
r _ y anne ON —_ Ba MILES on — ae MILES poy APPLICABLE RATE IN ABSENCE 
512 29 80000 46.7 1.1 17,400.00 ale. 
67 14 80000 167.2 42 1,400.00 21 
277 51 24000 109.6 3.7 10,200.00 53 
822 187 000 72.8 4.6 18,700.00 363 
770 187 30000 128.7 4,9 18,700.00 363 
770 187 30000 158.2 4.8 37,400.00 on 
47 60 3000 57.0 2.7 6,000.00 19 
770 187 3000 160.3 4,9 37,400.00 on 
1239 229 0000 70.2 3.7 22,900.00 576 
21 114 40000 246.4 11.0 4,600.00 M3 
21 114 40000 279.3 11.0 6,900.00 32 
21 114 40000 219.0 11.0 1,150.00 62 
21 11s 40000 219.0 11.0 1,150.00 43 
52 23 30000 185.8 8.8 9,200.00 ue 
780 187 30000 182.2 4,8 74,800.00 271 
780 187 30000 182.2 4g 18,700.00 on 
589 65 40000 47.5 2.2 6,500.00 235 
yo 60 36000 86.9 2.7 12,000.00 85 
277 56 40000 125.3 4.0 5 600.00 ug 
277 51 40000 143.7 307 10,200.00 53 
21 114 %»000 219.0 11.0 9,200.00 52 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR RATES 


North Pacifié Coast Tariff Bureau 
Pacific Southcoast Freight Bureau 


" " n fn 
" " " " 
n n " n 
n " n" n 
n " n n 


Spokane, Portland & Seattle Ry 


65G Ic 
26V Ic 
5.1 M ICC 
52 F cc 
234 ¢ cc 
255 £E Icc 
258 Ice 
820 I ICC 


857 Agent W. Re. Watson 
Je P. Haynes 


1540 +" 

1468 " 

1360 +" 

1508 . 

1513 . 

is 
728 


AUTHORITY FOR DISTANCES 


Statement of Shortest Rail Distances Furnished by Carriers 


Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 
Bamberger Railroad Distance Circular 
Great Northern Ry 

Northern Pacific Ry 

Southern Pacific Company 

Spokane, Portland and Seattle Ry 
Union Pacific RR 


Western Pacific RR 


9900 D 
DD4 
400 C 

1500 I 
420 D 
685 K 

4000 A 

39 F 


IcC 14399 
ICC A 6710 
Ice =: 9759 
Icc 8=—- 4687 
ICC 732 
ICC = 5325 


TCC kg 


" 


" 








SHEET k 

ICC DOCKET 30416 
EXHIBIT NO. 
WITNESS A. 

DATE 


E57392 








AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT Q7 


to canned goods and with the further exception of pontoon bridges the revenue 
per short line ton mile for Transcontinental traffic moved on section 22 rates 
ranges from a low of 2.4 centstoa high of 7.5 cents In connection W ith section 22 
traffic in the Mountain-Pacifie Territory the revenue per short line ton mile, with 
the exception of soldier rations, ranges from a low of 2.2 cents to a high of 13.4 
cents It is further noted that Table 8 B of Exhibit No. 2 shows that revenue 
per short line ton mile for commodity rate traffic to and from Mountain-Pacific 
Territory ranges from a low of 1.19 cents to a high of 2.1 
The gvovernime ntal agencies represel ted bv the Department of the Army have 


2 cents 


not completed an analysis of the impact of the proposed groups and basing points 


used in the construction of the carriers’ proposed Transcontinental rates rhere- 


fore, no comments are presented on these groups and basing points at this time 

The Department of Defense and the other governmental agencies represented 
by the Department of the Army firmly believe that unless the cost of operation is 
shown to be higher in Mountain-Pacifie Territory than in the territory covered 
by I. C. C. Docket 28300 that any rates established by scales higher than the 
I. C. C. Docket 28300, Appendix Scale 18 for class rates in the territories covered 
by Dockets 30416 and 30660 is not warranted, just or reasonable. The burden 
of proving the reasonableness of the rail carriers’ proposals must rest upon the rail 
carriers concerned 

It is the further position of the Governmental agencies represented at this 
hearing that regardless of the scale of rates found reasonable by the Commission 
in these docket proceedings that any prescribed class rates should be permitted to 
alternate with commodity rates and exception ratings, that provisions should be 
made for a clause permitting alternate application of the aggregate of intermediate 
rates with existing class or commodity rates and that the privileges now contained 
in the applicable class tariffs should be retained and apply on any class rates 
prescribed. 

Mr. Barron. The Department of Defense has prepared at least one 
study on relative earnings under section 22 rates as compared with 
commercial rates based on 1950 traffic; this study shows favorable 
earnings to the carriers on Government traffic as compared with 
commercial traffic 

The essential point which has been lost in much of the discussion of 
this subject is what constitutes a reduced rate. As you know, the 
traffic of most large volume commercial shippers moves on commodity 
rates or exception ratings rather than at class rates 

Senator ScHorprpet. The study to which you have referred will 
speak for itself, of course, but has that been in normal times or was 
that during the wartime operations? 

Mr. Barron. Since the war 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. Since the wai 

Mr BARTON Yes, sir, lt shows the earnings on Government 
traffic are comparatively favorable to the carriers 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. | recognize that it is an altogether different 
situation on a series of conditions that we are confronted with in a 
mobilization period for war, during actual war, or if our Nation is in 
a condition where we are moving forward for adequate preparation 

Mr. Barron. That is true. 

Senator ScHoOEPPEL, But if it would be following the war it would 
be most helpful, obv iously. 

Mr. Barton. Yes, sir. 

Figures issued by the ICC for 1950 show that about | percent of 
rail carload traffic tonnage moves at class rates accounting for only 
4 percent of the railroad carload revenue. Since much of the Govern- 
ment’s traffic moves between points where commodity rates have not 
been established, the high level of class rates would apply if appro- 
priate reductions were not obtained for Government traffic. 








QS AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Senator ScHorPPEL, You say much of it moves that way. Do you 
have in vour files or records some percentage on that? 

\I > p> ss ee } » 

Vir. BARTON ercentage of What moves on what! 


senator SCHOEPPEI Where vou say that it moves from areas where 
} 


ordinary traffic does not flow into in great amounts 

Mr. Barron. Yes, su The one I like to think about is the move- 
ment OL q iebracho extract to Belmont, Ariz., by Wity of West Coast 
ports from South America | suppose the people from Belmont were 
like I. that thev did not know what quebracho was We tried to get 


the commercial level as applies elsewhert 


We move large quantities of material to Royce, N. J 

senator SXCHOEPPHI In other words, those are movements of 
necessit\ required that were unusual too 

Mr. Barron. Yes, sir; because any time we are trying to make the 
best of the Government installations that exist, like old Army and 
Navy installations in the storing of strategic and critical materials, 
and they are located in some rather strange places, as you know, 
commercialwise 

Senator ScHorpre.. That is correct 

Mr. Barton. The class rates, of course, are not designed to cover 
large volume movements. When GSA obtains adjustments downward 
from these class rates on Government traffic we are obtaining reduc- 
tions from the class rates which commercial shippers would obtain 
if commercial traffic moved in volume in these channels. It is impor- 
tant to remember that volume commercial movements would never 
move at class rates. 

The essential question, in my opinion, is whether Government 
traffic should move at rates comparable to the commodity rates 
generally applied on similar movements of commercial traffic. GSA 
believes it should and it is to that end that we exert our efforts in 
negotiating rates. For example, if there is a generally prevailing level 
of commodity rates on a particular commodity moving in normal 
commercial channels and the Government wishes to ship the same 
commodity to unusual points, GSA attempts to get the prevailing 


commercial level of rates by Section 22 quotation 


It is true that such rate is “reduced”’ from the class rate levels which 
would otherwise apply. It is certainly not a ‘reduced’? rate in a 
practh al sense 

Turning now specifically to S. 906 and our reasons for opposing it, 
I should point out that this provision would place on the Adminis- 
trator of General Services or the official to whom he might delegate 
such authority, the duty of making determinations now charged by 
law to the Interstate Commerce Commission. It is well settled, of 
course, that only the Commission is « mpowered to make a determina- 
tion as to what is a ‘Just and reasonable and otherwise lawful” rate. 
[ do not believe there is any reason for placing the responsibility for 
that determination in other Government agencies. 

When any other shipper than the Government ships at a published 
tariff rate he has the right to go to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion and obtain a ruling as to the lawfulness of that rate any time 
within two years after the shipments moved. 

In the opmion of GSA, the best interests of the Government, as a 
shipper, would not be served by the enactment of the proposed 
legislation, the effect of which is Lo single out the Government for 
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less favorable treatment than is accorded commercial shippers. 
These taxpayers, who pay the Government’s transportation bill, are 
entitled to the same protection as the commercial shipper—the right 
to have the Commission determine the lawfulness of rates on which 
Government traffic moves. 

[t is my understanding that the courts and the Comptroller General 
recognize Section 22 quotations, coupled with the bill of lading, as a 
binding contract in exactly the same manner as a commercial shipper 
is bound by the terms of the tariff and the bill of lading. Since the 
Interstate Commerce Act declares unjust and unreasonable rates to 
be unlawful, and likewise cloaks prejudicial and discriminatory rates 
with illegality, such rates even though binding as a matter of contract 
are nevertheless subject to the right of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to find that they are unlawful. 

Upon such a finding, the unlawful rate must of course fail, as would 
any illegal consideration in the field of contract law. 

The proposed legislation would remove the possibility of the Gov 
ernment seeking a review by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
in disputed cases, even though such a right of review is accorded 
any other shipper. 

The proposed legislation would place upon Government officer 
the burden of making complicated determinations in this highlv 
technical field with absolute finality. Even the Commission itself 
has divided sharply in determining disputed Government rate issues, 
such as in United States of America versus Aberdeen & R. R. Co., 269 
ICC 141, in which the Commission divided six to five. That decision 
has since been reversed by the Court in United States versus Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, 198 F. 2 (d) 958 (cert. denied, 344 U.S. 
893). 

Thus it follows that it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, 
for Government traffic officials to make appropriate determinations to 
fully protect the taxpayers’ interest. 

Under 8S. 906, if the rate offered by the carrier under Section 22 
was “accepted or agreed to” the rate would become “conclusively 
presumed to be just, reasonable, and otherwise lawful.”’ I believe 
that such determinations should continue to be made by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission 

Other practical objections to the bill inelude 

Kirst, the bill opens with the sweeping phrase ‘notwithstanding any 


other provision of law’’. This phrase is so broad it is impossible to 
determine what the effect of this provision would be. Senate Docu- 
ment 72, S2nd Congress, is a compilation of the Interstate Commerce 
Act together with supplementary and related acts. That is a sub- 
stantial-sized book. For example, Section 322 of the Transportation 


Act of 1940 provides for immediate payment of carrier bills prior to 
audit. Is S. 906 intended to repeal this provision? 

I do not know 

Second, the bill refers to rates which are “accepted or agreed to’’. 
The question arises as to whether use of a Section 22 rate constitutes 
implied acceptance and is binding even though not expressly agreed 
to by the Government. 

Third, it should be noted that the bill would provide for cancella- 
tions of such rates only on the minimum of 90 days’ notice. The 
present provisions of the Act provide 30 days as the maximum required 
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notice for changes in tariff rates. I see no possible advantage in such 
a provision and do not believe that the Government should be involved 
in such an inflexible arrangement 

Senator Scoogepre.. Thank you, Mr. Barton 

Will you be kind enough to furnish those exhibits for the record? 
It would be most helpful 

Mr. Barron. Yes, sit 

Senator ScHoeprei. | would like to have the staff obtain additional 
copies of that determination from the Army if the Army authorities 
have it 

As I take it, gentlemen, this will conclude hearings on S. 906, with 
the exceptions noted, namely, the requests that have been made to 
furnish supplementary Statements The record will be held open 
for that purpose until Friday of next week, May 7th 

If there are no further proceedings this morning, thank you for 
having hye en patient and remaining’ over, because we have been going 
since a little after nine-thirty this morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:34 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned and the 


record was to be held open until Friday, May 7, 1954 





STATEMENT ¢ L. A. PartsHo ON BEHALF OF WATERMAN STEAMSHIP CORP, AND 
Pan-At 1c STEAMSHIP Corp 

In addition to the various ser tintained by Waterman Steamship Corp 
in the foreign trades of the United States, it also operates regular services bet ween 
Atla und Pacific « ports viathe Panama Canal underthe trade name Arrow 
Line, being certificated intercoastal trade as a common carrier by the 
Interstate Commerce Commi ! The Pan-Atlantic Steamship Corp. is a 
common carrier | water, certificated | the Interstate Commerce Commission 


and operating between ports on the Atlantic coast and ports on the Gulf of 


senate S. 906 and its companion bill in the House EB. &. 338s propose 
egislation that would establish the finality of contract between the Government 
d mon carriers of passengers and freight subject tothe Interstate Commerce 
Act, pr that rates or contracts entered into under section 22 of the Inter 
e ( nmerce Act between named governmental agencies and carriers shall 
rt be itta by the Government upon any grounds whatsoever, except 
r actual fraud or de it or erical mistake, and that such section 22 rates or 
tract annot be considered as evidence of unreasonableness of other rates 
{ ire 
We end e the pro ons of tl t believe that some clarification should 
0) DD 
present 1 would 1 le for the finalitv of contract onlv for suct 
or irges as have et accepted or agreed to In the case of specific 
( tract ne s ning of su ntra s would, of course, be evidence of accept 
but in the case of regular or run-of-the-mill section 22 quotations, we pre 
that no formal acceptance be req iired, but that the use 
i ( ld ec a ince 

2 I present bill provide for tl! finalit ol contract only with respect to 
quotat s or contracts accepted or agreed to “‘by the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secreta of Agriculture, or the Administrator of the General Services Adminis 
ration, or by any official or employee of the United States to whom either of 
m mav delegate such authorit In view of the Federal Property and Admin- 
Services Act of 1949, the record should be clear that the finality of 
ract applies to all governmental agencies for whom the three departments 

umed are authorized to act in traffiC management matters 
hat ler the pr ions of this bill the Government would retail 
precisely t same right of appeal and adjustment as private shippers have when 
regularly published rates of the carriers are used, and that this bill is intended 
only to clarify the Government’s authority to enter into mutually binding con 
ial arrangements governing transportation charges under section 22 of the 


Interstate Commerce Act which are lower than those available under published 
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT By J. F. Rowan, ON BEHALF OF THE MOVERS CON 
FERENCE OF AMERICA, CONCERNING SENATE BILL 904 TO STANDARDIZE THI 
Rares ON HOUSEHOLD Goops SHIPPED BY THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with your permission and for 





the sole purpose of maintaining a clear record for consideration of the proposed 
measure by vour committee, the Movers’ Conference of America, national organi 
the moving ind IsStrv, offers this Statement as suppleme ntal n erial to 
v given by this witness before vour committee o1 April 26, 1954 lr 
he statements made and entered into the record by the witnesses for the 


nent of Defer se, the General Accounting Office and the Freight For 
Institute, concerning this bill, 8S. 904, on April 29, 1954, it is pertine 


committee’s attention be directed to certain matters in order that the 





record mnay be entirely clear for appropriate consideration 
I. With respect to the statement made by Mr. J. Frank Perrin, counsel, Office 
of Director of Transportation and Communications, Office of Assistant Secretary 


of Defense, the objections of such witness to the enactment of S. 904 are presente d 

in the order in which they were made at the hearing and entered into the transcript 

OT the proceedings The answer of the moving maustry follows each objection 
Che preferential treatment proposed here is unnecessary’’ (transcript, 47-48 


The purpose of S. 904 is not to gain preferential treatment; its purpose is to 


eliminate preferential and discriminatory treatment as between the Government 
and other shippers and to othe Wise eliminate the abuses which Federal legi 1Qtiol 
and regulation have sought to correct but which have nevertheless de velope d 


because of the reduced-rates privilege under section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 


Act and accentuated by the fact tl at, due to world conditions over the past 15 
vears, the Federal Government has become the largest single shipper of household 
goods, with military shipments alone comprising approximately one-sixth of total 
industry volume. 

‘The flexibility in rate adjustment is eliminated” (transeri, t, 48-49 

In furtherance of this objectior to the pa 


Department of Defense states: 








teduced rates under sectiol ranted by the carriers without resort 

to the procedural requirement to commercial tariffs Idd ALLY 
it perm s the De partment of Defense to obta ? (Le pa tures from certain ta) ff iles 
accessorial se ces which are @ great benefit to the Ve, artment, but hich do not 
res tin any reduction im rates’ transcript, 48 Emphasis added. | 

While section 22, part I, of the Interstate Commerce Act, permits the “carriage 
storace, or handling of property free or at reduced rate for the Government, 1 
does not permit anv other manner or form of deviation from , ublished rules and 
Commission reeul: Ol and the fore iT moted statement, meade by the witne 
for the lk artment of Dk fense before vour committee on Aj ril 29, forcibl repre 
sents an admission of the degree of abuse to which the reduced-rate privilege 
l er sectlo aa t>¢ ibjected It is I dn oO LO iolation of seetio 





common carrier b motor ehick I | ( tend to ! person al pr if 
or fac ities for tr por ( rs or tore) col nerce eXx¢ tL suc re 

ecified in its tariffs,’ and such, it is therefore an a on of how the Depar 

t of Defense, i ddition yHtaini reduced 1 ! tes In obtaining 

lawful practices which it considers of reat benet to the De artment 

The witness for the Department of Defense also urges that ‘‘the ability to tender 
rates to the military departments under section 22 has advantages to the carriers 
as well as to the Department of Defense since it eliminates the time-consuming 
procedures which so often characterize tariff publication.”” Such statement 
misleading on its face because, as will readily be appreciated, the “‘privilege’”’ of 
filing reduced rates at military installations does not relieve the “household goods’’ 


movers of the necessity of filing with the Commission, and printing, and keeping 
open to public inspection, tariffs showing all the rates, fares, and charges for trans 
portation, and all services in connection therewith, as required by section 217 (a), 
part I] of the Inte rstate Commeres Act In this connector the witness for the 
Department of Defense further urges that ‘the ability to offer rates under section 


! 
22 obviates the high expenditures carriers must incur in formal tariff publication 
Tr. 49 The truth of the matter is to the contrary because, as the dictates of 


) 
commonsense must certainly make obvious, if the carrier n only quote the 


single, lawful, published tariff on file with the Interstate Commerce Commission 


then the high expenditures involved in filing rate tenders at each and every military 


installation, which are nothing more than modified tariffs designed to meet the 
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competition at each particular installation, would certainly be obviated. In other 
words, the carrier would have the expe ( roniy one tariff publication rather than 


the many ch | loes, in effect v have in addition to the tariff on file with 
the Inte ite Ce erce Co 

“Standardization of rates o1 ehold goods is not achieved” (transcript, 
19—50 

l I the D i t f Def ( rzes that there are three major 
conte ( p 1 embe irri ransporti ousehold vods, the 





feré ( ‘ ( slning different leve rf tes for the 
t I r pe ( ( wd it even Wit! part lar geographi 
cal sect there are different vels of rates applying for the account of members 
of the same tariff bureau While substantially correct, such recital should not be 
permitted to ol ire the pertinent fact that the great majority of the ‘‘thousehold 
ood ers pa ipate, either directly or through joint publication, in the 
com! ly agreed rate structur of the Household Goods Cariers’ Bureau. 


As pointed out | this witness, in testimony presented on April 26 before this 
It should be explained that approximately 80 to 85 percent of the interstate 
1ousehold goods carriers participate in or employ the rate structure of the so-styled 
ff’ published by the Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau 
The remaining interstate household goods carriers participate in or employ 
the rate structure of either the so-stvled ‘low tariff’ published by the Independent 
Movers’ and Warehousemen’s Association or in tariffs which range between the 


‘higt i ! Ow tariffs transcript 23 

The witne for e Department of Defense urges that section 22 rates are 
filed with parti ar military posts based onthe carrier’s “‘knowledge of the various 
onditions that preveil in the traffic out of that post.”’ It is submitted that the 


household goods”’ mover files a section 22 rate based simply on the knowledge 








that he n mie he lowest rate on f with each parti Military Est ablish- 
rie r e Vy ri ece ea G ernment shipments Under the section 
22 ‘‘privi ‘ ideration begins and ends with the “rate” factor. If the 
ee enterta ghtest ibt with respect to the degree of rate com- 

pe oO rv tra induce Le e section 22 pri .’ this wit ness 
uy roduce hey 1 two exhibits whi ‘e annexed to a 





i and th the Interstate Commerce Commission in February of 1953 








1 J / I. & S. Docket 
Ni 1739 f t 1 « spaced typing 
Ing O© A i OT telegra vers cde scribing 
! tive rate : { al ilit Che second ex- 
( if 23 ps f si paced typing consisting of abstracts of 
f ( ( ikewise descril ‘ompetitive rate 
1 ( i l ! Ilat ns 
This t 1 itt ive mil urs OUS old goods 
tra t 5 
Re I Ri I ) ( ee I ( ere of equity oO 
i he ry ¢ et nterstate ¢ merce law ind the Interstate 
Co erce ( ! f Congre o effectuate the spirit and 
( f ra a 
I the re : ated by pages 40-41 of the transcript of the 
ear the fact the n costs are higher for military traffic The 
1 bo« com! ny} agents and which is alleged by such wit- 
be ; citation cost 1 volved in securing military traffic, is in faet a 
‘ hn perl nance I t carnage a practiced by the 1 iOving 
lustry (I. C. C. Ex Par ». 39, Dec. 27, 1951 
In further dep ition of the b as a restraint on comp¢ yn for military house- 
i is traffic, the witness for the Department of Defense states 
It should be borne in mind that the so-called reductions in rates of household 
oods carriers are in effect equalizations of rates with those lower rates which are 
ulrea ‘ ed and published in tariffs on file with the Interstate Commerce 
U¢ anscript, 51 
Such stat it o rlooks the fact that sucl so-called lower rate, already 
established and published tariffs are, for all practical purposes, obsolete and 
1 ible to publie use by only a mere handful of carriers with very limited ter- 


torial operating authorit' \s pointed out in detail by this witness in testimony 
tr cript, 25-27) presented on April 26, independent tariff No. 6 for all practical 
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purposes expired on December 31, 1950, when the approximate 400 of its former 
participating carriers adopted the indepe , 
( 





ident movers and warehousemen’s 
And tariff No. 7 for all practical p irposes expired on September 

1 all but 10 of its participants adopted independent movers’ and 
warehousemen’s tariff No. 8. Nevertheless, and as indicated by the Department of 
Defense in I. and 8S. Docket No. M-—4739, 54 percent of military interstate ship- 
ments of household goods moved on tariff No. 7 rate strueture in December of 
1952 (transeript, 25 Considering that there are altogether only approximately 
12 lawful participants in tariffs Nos. 6 and 7 filed with the Commission and that, 
according to Commission records, there are some 4,000 motor common carriers 
of “household goods,” it would hardly seem that, as a practical matter, tariffs 
Nos. 6 and 7 can be considered as “established”’ tariffs insofar as being representa- 
tive of the industry’s rate structure (Again, we would point to the fact that 80 
to 85 percent of the industry participate in or employ the rate structure, directly 
or through joint publication, of the Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau’s master 
tariff and that at least another 400 Independent Movers’ and Warehousemen’s 
Association participants employ higher rate structures of two more recent publica- 
tions than the rate structures of that association’s tariffs Nos. 6 and 7. 

The witness for the Department of Defense makes the bald assumption, without 
support of facts or figures, that passage of the bill would preclude small household 
goods carriers from participation in military traffic. As a matter of fact, the 
smaller household goods carriers are precluded from such participation because 
of their inability to meet the section 22 reduced rates of the larger carriers 

“Exelusion from section 22 would result in requests for other exclusions’’ 
(Tr. 52). 

The logic to be derived from this statement would appear to present the untena 
ble premise that a wrong should not be corrected because of inspiration it may give 
for correction of other wrongs 

“Government costs for transporting household goods would be increased” 
(Tr. 52, 55 

Witness for the Department of Defense states without qualification, and 
without supporting facts or data, that passage of S. 904 would represent an addi- 
tional cost to the Government of $11.5 million annually and that such figure is 
“fairly accurate’ and based on a “fairly complete study’? conducted last year 
It is respectfully submitted that only the Department of Defense can supply the 


information to substantiate such claim of alleged savings and, unless and until 


‘ 


tariff No 


29, 1951, wher 














such claim is properly substantiated with supporting data, then it represents 
nothing more than a mere claim. This witness is not aware that the Department 
of Defense has at any time made a “fairly complete study” or any other type 
of study which would enable the witness for the Department of Defense to assert 
with such certainty that the $11.5 million figure is a “fairly accurate figure’’ of 
the additional cost to the Covernment, hould S. 904 be enacted into law 
Certainly, no such study has ever been put into the recor 





At page 28 of the transcript of proceedings, this witness has pointed out that 


over 60 percent of the military shipments of household goods are presently moving 
at reduced rates varying from 19.8 to 27.3 percent I'he military has frequently 
asserted that their annual moving bill for fiseal 1952 was $54 million. \ quick 
calculation based on such figures (using a median rate reduction of 23 percent, 
thus: 54,000,000 * .23 « 60) would indicate that, at the most, the increased cost to 
the Government would amount to $7.5 million. This is considerably less than 
the $11.5 million figure and we have not as yet taken into consideration the sub- 


stantial saving that the military could effect when not encumbered w the extra 





personnel and expenses directly resulting from the military effort to buy house- 
hold goods transportation at less than lawfully published tariff rates. Nor does 
this take into consideration the increased costs to the Government brought about 
by what appears to be certain abuses and discrepancies which arise as lower re- 
duced rates are employed and as Government insurance claims rise (Tr. 33-36). 





And much less has there been considered the very obvious fact that any alleged 
savings by the military in exercise of the section 22 reduced-rate privilege must 
be borne by the shipping publie in increased rates. 

With respect to the need for flexibility in time of actual war or other castas 
trophe, as discussed at pages 55-56 of the transcript of proceedings, it is respect- 
fully submitted that it is 
ically sound and flexible transportation system rather than limit perspective to 
an alleged savings to the Government which is in no wise substantiated. Furt 
more, as regards flexibility, there is not a point in the United States—or even the 
North American Continent—irrespective of how isolated, for which a rate cannot 


the wiser policy to permit the maintenance of an econom 
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’ 1 T f « 1D my ( ( r ¢ tl } 
i i ( specti t :. 4% 
{ { sta i 1¢ e | eC! ite 4 mere { ommiIsslo! 
' und t pow tO at mine the reasonablen or unreason 
ubyle ih tariff I Department of Defense may file a complaint 
[nit ite ( nmerece Comn n at anv time t believes household 





approp! i ( ft G ernment to det ine the reasonablene or unreason 
i i ch tari he Depart ent of Defense presume itself to have 
wid ot uniff rate letermination whe t insists on the con- 

! 1 ite T ef er sectle 22 
| Departme of Defense complains of the 30-day notice required for filing 
rill ing i letrimental to the flexibilit necessary for militarv household 
is trafl Suc] mplaint disregards the fact that there does exist a special 
! ' {ur for filing 1 tT change oO ies tha 30-day notice where 
actual e1 { and real merit are shown [I. ¢ ( Tariff Cireular MF No. 3 
it N Z i Nevert pective of the « st ce ot ich special 
| ( procedure, it still must be recognized to have been the intent of the 
Congre { ive desired the degree of lexibilitv brought about by the 30-day 
‘ t as necessary for protection of the publie interest (49 U.S. C 
ee 517 Specifica t was the intention of the Congres through suel 
tvpe of legislat identified general] inder the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 and 
unsportation Act of 1940, to put an end to such type of flexible rate com- 
1) itio vhict experience has hown to result in demoralized and chaotie 

ra ortat mditions 

Il. W ) ) stat ‘ nade by Robert | Keller, assistant to 


Comptroller General, and by Harrell O. Hoagland, Director, Transportation 




















liere aga rged, wv out } I lata or figures, that pa of S. 904 
I mcrea 1 costs to the Gover en In fact, the w ss for the 
Conptroller General would have the committee assume with him, a8 @ passing 
tru , that tl passage of the legislation would result in an increased cost of 
tal operations of several llion dollar Knough has been said above 
lemonstrate to the committee that ar alleged savings can only reasonably 
pu iw prese! se 22 G er! ent cost conditior prevailing on 
uy ( 1 100 ral i Tene submitted and deducted from th 
4 i 
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\ ! ) ure oted be i ( IK a gy each quote 1 objection 
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O one isolated instance has a large national carrier holding a single certificate 
of public convenience and nec fro. the Interstate Commerce Com 
ndicated variance wit! ndustry positio ut it is to be noted that such 
ha ever offered testimony for e publie record in support of its views 
\ again please note the pre s testimony of this w ess (tr. 32) stati 
( hat lus Is ( i Ca ise by the mi ul ervices of one 
ra ( Ve i ) i i | i it a move ot! allowed to ¢ i y 
Lv | filed tariff as « file Interstate Commerce Commission for 
e Gover ( is Is now |} ‘ nder c. 22 ntil ut mover will have 
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vo I be proper fo ne dy eT ( the pubir rT he 1eT nterested 
er » file pla W e sion concer the lawfulness of a 
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ed a ve, there } ot a point on the North American Continent so isolated 








e to cover the 
ated and off the 


main routes of travel woul if a t r create conditions justifving higher rates 


that a ho ehold goods tariff would not : an appropriate 





movement ih fact that @ military 


s 


ire. t torwarde! all household £OO vers sii i rema Lit riuilated with 


exempted I could lead to great contusion and complicatiol such wit e 
ness does not explain what “‘confusi 1 complication vould result However 


t! moving LUStr assures the co ttee that it to eln ate confusion an 








PACIFI AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 30, 1954 


Re S. 906, to amend section 22 of finality of contracts of common carriers with 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Pacific American Stear ip Association is a trade 
associatio1 msisting of the principal American-flag ship operators on the Pacific 
coast and among « I ( pers ar e steamship lines which are § ibject to the 
provisions of t nterstate Co Act and section 22 thereof. We take 
' ) rt for S. 906 as a necessar\ 
piece of le establish t fina of contra yf carriage between various 
Govern! ( 

While we 
has fallen p1 
lem affecting all for of transportation which has long bee neglected Stated t 


oa probiem whicl 





hat it deals with a prol 
in it limplest tern the problem 1s one of quotil arate, having the Government fA 
agency accept the rate, pe rforming the tra sportation service and then finding 
out several years later that the rate is subject to downward adjustment It ‘ 
seems only consistent that if rates quoted to private shippers are firm rates, that ‘ 
rates quoted to the Government should be treated the same and not be subject to 
endless litigation 

I would appreciate it if this letter could be made a part of the record in the 
current hearings on this bill 

Very truly yours, 





Ratpw B. Dewey, 
Wash ington Re presentative. 
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AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 1()7 


TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
Washington, =). April 30, 1954 
Hon. ANDREW F. ScHorpPE., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Trar sportation, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Se nate, Washington 6. DD. 


My Dear Senator: In view of the hearings before your committee on 8. 904 
and 8. 906, both dealing with phases of section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, I wish to advise that the Transportation Association of America makes the 
following recommendation: That provisions of seetion 22 and related provisions 
in parts II, III, and IV of the Interstate Commerce Act permitting carriage of 
Government passengers and property free or at reduced rates be repealed 

The association’s view, as expressed in a report from its national cooperative 
project, is that 

‘‘As a matter of principle, we do not believe there is any reason why the Govern 
ment as a shipper should have special treatment over private shippers Nor do 
we believe that as a matter of public policy the Governme and carriers should 
be pe rmitted to cause instability of the rate structure by negotiating with carriers 
unpublis! ed rates which 
little doubt that in many instances low Government rates require higher rates to 
private industry than would otherwise be necessary.”’ 

The entire subject of oper: ition s under section 22 has been intensively studied 





can adversely affect private enterprise There appear 





for 2 years by the association’s national cooperative project through panels 
representing all forms of transportation, users, and investors. On the basic 
question of repeal of that part of section 22 referred to, the recommendation was 
supported by the air ees highway, pipeline, waterway, user, and investor 
panels. No position was taken by the railroad and freight forwarder panels 

While this reeomme seacalen ‘does not bear directly on 8S. 904 and §. 906, it is 
presented f for your consideration 

Respectfully yours, 





Leir GILSTAD, 
First Vice President 





AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INstTITUTE, IN¢ 
vi ashington dD. ¢ April 28, 1954 
Senator ANDREW F, ScHOEPPEL 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Transportation 
Inte tate and Foreiqn Commerce Committee 
States Senate. Washi? qton dD. 


} 
nited 


l 

My Dear SenatToR Scuoepret: The American Merchant Marine Institute 
an organization representing a substantial majority of American-flag shipping of 
all categories, has given careful consideration to the provisions of S. 906, a bill to 
establish the f _— of contracts between the Government and common carriers 
under section 22 of » Interstate Commerce Act 

We wish to express our approval of this bill and to urge its prompt enactment 
because it would recognize the final and binding quality of contracts agreed to by 
both parties Finalit, of contract is the necessary basis for all forms of |} usiness 
dealings. Without it, there can only be uncertainty at best and chaos at worst 
Where the carrier. or freight forwarder, has performed his service under rates 
and tariffs established under the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act and 
where the Government official concerned has agreed to such rates and tariffs, it 
is only a matter of common equity and justice that they should not be open to 
subsequent revision in favor of the Government as a shipper just as they are not 
open to subsequent revision in favor of a private shipper 

The position of the Government today is far different from what it was decades 
or even years, ago. Now the United States Government is the largest single 
shipper of persons and property. As such it is in a position to wield preponderant 
bargaining or other coercive power in order to force subsequent revision or adjust 
ment of rates and tariffs established under the act. Clearly, the Government 
should not be in a position to do so any more than any private shipper. 

We therefore feel that the principles of fair dealing and finality of contract 
which are applicable as between carrier and private shipper should be equally 
applicable as between carrier and Government when it acts as shipper. 

We resvectfully request that this letter be considered by your committee and 
that it be incorporated in the record of your hearings. 

Very truly yours, 
Francis T. GREENE, 
Executive Vice President 





